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Abstract 
Strategy fonnulation is most critical in times of change and has long been a topic of great 
interest in the field of strategic management, because the effectiveness of fonnulating the 
right strategies detennines whether companies are able to change and adapt to their 
environment, and therefore whether they are ultimately successful. Within the ongoing 
process of globalization, SMEs also recognize that the competition for market share is 
global, and that participating in the global economy is no longer a choice but a necessity. 
Therefore, globalization exposes SMEs to numerous strategic and organizational challenges 
emanating from a dramatic increase in diversity, complexity, and uncertainty - external as 
well as internal to the company. 
The thesis aims to provide an answer to the following research question: "Are there any 
effects of globalization on strategy fonnulation based on resource-orientation and/or 
market-orientation in the Gennan foundry industry?" The thesis follows a positivistic 
approach because in the literature a large quantity of data is available about strategy and 
globalization, which allows the researcher to generate research questions that are tested 
mainly by the survey. Therefore, the author has used a deductive and quantitative approach, 
because the theory of strategy making. such as the RBV and the MBV, is used deductively. 
We have three significant practical implications of this research. First, strategy fonnulation 
is a blend of resource-orientation and market-orientation. Second, the MBV elements of 
strategy are overall more significant than the RBV elements of strategy. Especially the size 
of the finn seems to be important regarding the strategic orientation. Third, who makes 
strategy detennines the finns response in times of globalization. Overall, the findings join 
proposals to combine both the market-based and resource-based view when fonnulating 
strategies. When employed as blend of these two approaches, it encourages managers to 
think and act in ways that are more entrepreneurial and creative. Following these 
suggestions can substantially influence the strategy fonnulation and improve the 
perfonnance. 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Topic of the Thesis 
The question of what it is that drives strategic actions has occupied a central position in 
strategic management literature (Nadkami & Barr, 2008). Over the years, scholars have 
addressed strategy and strategy formulation from a number of different perspectives 
(Drummond et aI., 2008). But all conceptions of strategy have radically different 
implications for how to go about making strategy (Whittington, 2001), and each approach 
has different answers for strategy formulation within the companies. Furthermore, within 
the ongoing process of globalization (Wiersema, 2008), SMEs also recognize that the 
competition for market share is global, and that participating in the global economy is no 
longer a choice but a necessity (Ali, 2000; Carter et aI., 1994; Knight, 2000). Therefore, 
globalization also exposes SMEs to numerous strategic and organizational challenges 
emanating from a dramatic increase in diversity, complexity, and uncertainty - external as 
well as internal to the company. 
The focus of this thesis is to explore the effects of globalization on strategy formulation in 
the German foundry industry. In attempting to identify the variables relevant for strategy 
formulation, this thesis has focused on the two major frameworks of strategy formulation -
namely the resource-based view (RBV) and the marked-based view (MBV) of strategy. 
Furthermore, some important internal resources can be obtained from external sources via 
interorganizational relationships such as alliances or collaborative relationships. Therefore, 
one chapter addresses these issue of alliances or, more generally, as collaborative 
relationships as a part of strategy formulation in SMEs (Gulati, 1998; Hoskisson et aI., 
2004). 
1.2 Background to the Research 
A fundamental shift is occurring in the world economy. We are moving away from a world 
in which national economies are relatively self-contained entities, isolated from each other 
by barriers such as distance, time zones and business (Hill, 2009; Thurow, 1992). The 
process by which this is occurring is commonly referred to as globalization (Eden & 
Lenway, 2001; Hill, 2009; Ohmae, 2007). Even the smallest companies can enter global 
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markets easily (Greiner & Cummings, 2009) and pursue opportunities in international 
markets (Knight, 2000). As a consequence, firms have been developing strategies that are 
increasingly attuned to the highly competitive and dynamic business realities of the 
contemporary global economy (Saee, 2007). Such environmental conditions place intense 
demands on strategy formulation (Gavetti et aI., 2005). 
A number of analyses (e.g. Granstrand et aI., 1992; Howells, 1990) have shown that large 
multinational firms are the main actors in the globalization of markets - this is due to 
access to economies of scale, greater availability of financial and productive resources, and 
more bargaining power among suppliers and buyers. However, globally there are thousands 
of small and medium-sized companies; for example, in Germany, which is the world's 
largest exporter, a staggering 98 per cent of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 
have exposure to international markets, either via exports or international production (Hill, 
2009; Rugman & Collinson, 2009). SMEs, i.e. companies with fewer than 500 employees 
(Knight, 2000), account for a substantial share of both current employment and future 
growth prospects worldwide. Despite their national importance, very little is known about 
how the strategy formulation of German SMEs is affected by globalization (Bhide, 2000). 
Strategy is predicated on causation, on the belief that events have causes as well as 
consequences. Such decision rules and guidelines have been broadly defined as strategy or, 
sometimes, as the concept of the company's business (Ansoff, 1965). In general, in relation 
to SMEs and the environmental turbulence occasioned by globalization, strategies are 
essential to business success in a relatively chaotic environment (Baggs, 2005; Colley et aI., 
2001). The following will give a definition of strategy that will be used in this thesis: 
"Strategy is a coordinated plan that gives the outlines for decisions and activities of a firm 
and is focused on the application of the resources that a company has at its disposal in such 
a way that the activities have an additional value to the environment so that the firm can 
achieve its own goals" (Gibcus & Kemp, 2003, p. 11). 
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1.3 Rationale 
1.3.1 Lack of Prior Research 
A large body of literature on strategic responses to globalization has evolved (Solberg, 
1997). The focus of this literature, however, has been mainly on large multinational 
enterprises (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989; Porter, 1996; Yip, 1992), and has largely focused on 
performance implications (Capar & Kotabe, 2003; Denis et aI., 2002; Grant et aI., 1988; 
Tallman & Li, 1996). But SMEs are different from large companies in terms of resource 
limitations, informal strategies, flexible structures, and their fire-fighting mentality 
(Hudson et aI., 2001; Qian & Li, 2003). One of the most robust empirical findings of the 
literature of company survival in the globalized era, for example, is that large companies 
have higher survival probabilities than their smaller counterparts (Audretsch & Mahmood, 
1994; Dunne et aI., 1989; Haveman, 1995; Mata & Portugal, 1994), and that the increased 
volatility of the business environment makes strategy planning more difficult (Makhija, 
2003; White, 1986). Much of the early research on strategies in SMEs dealt with the debate 
over whether the companies should avoid direct competition with large companies and 
pursue niche strategies (Broom & Longenecker, 1971; Cohn & Lindberg, 1974) or, if they 
could risk an aggressive, pro active assault and compete on a broad front (Cooper et aI., 
1986; MacMillan & Day, 1987; Miller & Camp, 1985). 
Whilst the link between today's organizational environment and strategy formulation is 
frequently stated, it is not always absolutely clear. On the one hand, there is Makhija (2003), 
White (1986) and Grant's (2003) argument that the increased volatility of the business 
environment makes systematic strategic planning more difficult and that rapid change 
requires strategies that are flexible and creative - characteristics which are seldom 
associated with formalized planning. Therefore, the condition that the strategies can be 
realized as intended with no interference from external forces (e.g. the market) is not 
realistic, and so it is unlikely that we will find any perfect deliberate strategies in companies 
(De Wit & Meyer, 2010). However, no consensus has yet developed as to how to balance 
deliberateness and emergence, and especially their interplay (Mintzberg, 2007). 
Furthermore, another key question for managers is whether a company should adapt itself 
to its environment, or attempt to influence its environment (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993; 
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Porter, 1980). With respect to strategic management, there are very different views on how 
managers should proceed, and under what conditions a strategy should be market driven or 
internally driven (Spanos et al., 2004). 
Although the literature from both perspectives provides useful insights, little research 
addresses the strategic responses of SMEs in times of globalization (Knight, 2000; 
O'Regan et al., 2010). However, SME success within the context of globalization depends 
in large part on the formulation and implementation of strategy (Miles & Snow, 1978; 
Porter, 1980). However, SMEs exhibit distinct characteristics that differentiate them from 
the majority of their larger counterparts (Hudson et al., 2001). Therefore, there is a need to 
establish the relevance of existing strategy approaches for SMEs. In fact, Buckley and 
Ghauri (2004) recently suggested that the impact of industry globalization on the strategies 
of companies represents the "big unanswered question" for international business 
researchers. 
Another crucial aspect of the strategy formulation in SME is limited resources (Dess et al., 
1997). For example, Hofmann and Schlosser (2001) draw intention to the fact that SMEs 
are characterised by limited resources, which puts them in particular jeopardy due to 
increasing globalization. Knight (2000) also discusses this issue and explains that compared 
to resource-rich large companies, the complexities of operating under globalization are 
considerably more onerous for SMEs. Dess et al. (1997) explore this issue in terms of small 
companies and conclude that especially for SMEs it is difficult to compete head-to-head 
with larger rivals at home and abroad, based on their lack of resources. In order to match 
the growing demand for innovation from customers, suppliers, etc. with the worldwide 
supply of technology, SMEs have to adopt link ups with people, institutions (universities, 
government agencies, etc.) and other companies in different countries to solve problems 
and tap into new ideas (Dess et al., 1997; Knight, 2000; OEeD, 2008). Hitt (2000) sums up 
the debate and points out that alliances improve the competitive position by sharing 
resources for all companies. Fischer et al. (2004) see collaborative relationships as most 
important in the globalized world and argue that firms that do not realign their strategies 
with the new environmental realities resulting from the hostile environment can face 
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performance declines that threaten their long-term viability. 
Nevertheless, the main question dividing strategizing managers is whether compames 
should be more embedded or more independent (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Strategic 
management offers two diametrically opposed positions. The first will be referred to as the 
discrete organization perspective and is held by those strategists who believe that it is best 
for companies to be primarily competitive in their relationships to all outside forces and 
that the companies should remain independent (Hamel et al. 1989; Moore, 1996; Porter, 
1980). By contrast, strategists taking an embedded organization perspective believe that 
companies should strive to build up more long-term cooperative relationships with key 
organizations in their environment (Hamel et aI., 1989). The debate within the field of 
strategic management on these different perspectives is far from having been concluded 
(Ramel et al. 1989; Moore, 1996; Porter, 1980). 
There is a current gap in the literature (Wiersema & Bowen, 2008), and it will be 
interesting to learn more about strategy formulation in SMEs and how they strive to 
manage and cope with the complexities arising from globalization (Chan Kim & 
Mauborgne, 2005; Knight, 2000). Restoring or maintaining competitiveness will be of 
primary concern to companies in the 21 sI century (Ali, 2000; Porter, 1990) because 
globalization is likely to pose numerous challenges, and may well make the business milieu 
substantially more hostile for smaller companies (OECD, 2003). No empirical studies can 
be found that focus on the effects of globalization on strategy formulation in SMEs in the 
German foundry industry. Thus, the overall effect of globalization on strategy formulation 
in the foundry industry in Germany is unclear, and therefore has to be determined 
empirically. 
1.3.2 Management Rationale 
Although much existing and ongoing research can be found on strategy and strategy 
formulation, only a small amount can be found on the effects of globalization on strategy 
formulation among SMEs. Previous research and the literature show, however, that SMEs 
have an increasing demand for strategy formulation in times of globalization - indeed, as 
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much as larger companies do - and research needs to be conducted that focuses on these 
demands. 
The main aim of this thesis is to explore the effects of globalization on strategy formulation 
in the German foundry industry. The concepts of the resource-based and market-based view 
help to explain strategy formulation. Both concepts are incorporated into a model of 
strategy formulation. Strategy formulation is considered as a blend of internal orientation 
(resource-based view) as well as of external orientation (market-based view) in order to 
find out whether globalization has an effect on strategy formulation. 
Furthermore, alliances and collaborative relationships with partners located in foreign 
countries play an especially important role in the foundry business (Perlitz, 2008), and can 
offer unique opportunities that domestic partners are unable to provide (Lavie & Miller, 
2008). The strategic alliance literature has offered a rich perspective on why some alliances 
are more successful than others (Lavie, 2007). However, there is little theory focused on 
SMEs' use of alliances, and in particular, there is no systematic analysis of the potential 
link between strategy formulation and the level of alliances being an opportunity to gain a 
competitive advantage (Quay le, 2002). 
Based on the positivism paradigm research, this thesis helps to close this knowledge gap 
and gain a better understanding about the effects of strategy formulation in the German 
foundry industry. The added value and original contribution which this thesis makes with 
respect to the existing literature and research stems from both a theoretical and empirical 
perspective. Theoretically, I address doubts about the idea that globalization always has an 
effect on strategy formulation. Empirically, I contribute by analysing a new spatial context, 
namely foundries in Germany, providing results which shed light on whether globalization 
always has an effect on strategy formulation based of RBV (resource-orientation) and/or 
MBV (market-orientation). 
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1.4 Research Question 
This research attempts to answer the following research question: 
"Are there any effects of globalization on strategy formulation based on resource-
orientation and/or market-orientation in the German foundry industry?" 
The objective of this thesis is twofold. I will classify the effects of globalization according 
to globalization-related literature. Furthermore, I will operationalize such effects to 
globalization opportunities and globalization threats, and conduct an empirical test on the 
relationships between each of the key globalization effects and strategy formulation 
elements based on resource or market orientation in the German foundry industry. 
Hence, this research attempts to answer the following main research questions: 
• Does globalization affect the strategy formulation of companies in the foundry 
industry in Germany? 
• Is the relationship between global market opportunities and strategy formulation 
stronger than the relationship between global market threats and strategy 
formulation? 
• Does globalization affect the focus of the strategy of SMEs (MBV versus RBV)? 
• Does strategy formulation affect the building of alliances? Is the relationship 
between the level of alliances and strategy formulation based on RBV stronger than 
the relationship between the level of alliances and strategy formulation based on 
MBV? 
• Does strategy formulation affect the performance of SMEs? Is the relationship 
between strategy formulation based on resource-orientation and performance 
stronger than the relationship between strategy formulation based on market-
orientation and performance? 
This thesis will add to current knowledge on strategy formulation in SMEs, and will extend 
this knowledge by examining SMEs in the foundry sector in Germany and conducting the 
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first empirical study on SMEs in this sector which will explore the effects of globalization 
on strategy formulation. This research paper will contribute to the existing theory of 
strategy fonnulation with aspects especially relevant for SMEs. 
1.4.1 Methodology 
The thesis follows a positivistic approach because in the literature a large quantity of data is 
available about strategy and globalization. The central issue in the positivistic approach is 
the relationship between that part of the world which is the object of a particular study and 
the theoretical framework which is constructed in order to explain the observations that are 
made (Remenyi et al., 2005). The answer of the research questions may then be used to 
formulate a number of hypotheses or propositions about the effects of globalization and 
their link to strategy fonnulation in SMEs. 
In the literature a large quantity of data is available about strategy and globalization 
(Drucker, 1954; Eden & Lenway, 2001; Peters & Waterman, 2006; Porter, 1990; Vip, 
1992), which allows the researcher to generate research questions that are tested mainly by 
the survey. The survey requires the collection of quantitative data in order to test the 
research hypotheses. Therefore, the author has used a deductive and quantitative approach, 
because the theory of strategy making, such as the RBV and the MBV, is used deductively. 
With the objective of testing or verifying a theory rather than developing it, the thesis 
should advance a theory, collect data to test it, and reflect on its confirmation or 
disconfinnation by the results. The theory becomes a framework for the entire study, an 
organizing model for the research questions and for the data collection process (Creswell, 
2009). 
1.5 Thesis Structure 
The thesis consists of 9 chapters. The first chapter is the introduction of the thesis. Chapter 
2 looks at an overview about the Gennan foundry industry. Chapter 3 presents a survey of 
literature and presents the relevant topics associated with the topic. This includes literature 
about strategy fonnulation, resource-based view and market-based view, alliances, SMEs, 
and globalization. After that, chapter 4 describes the methodology. The findings of the data 
analysis are presented in chapter 5, and chapter 6 shows the discussion and analysis of the 
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results, limitations, and implications for practitioners and other researchers. Chapter 7 
presents the reflective diary. Chapter 8 shows the references and the appendix contains the 
introductory letter, the questionnaire, the codebook and the main variables and data sources. 
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2 The Foundry Industry 
2.1 Casting Production Worldwide 
Global worldwide casting production in 2010 was 91.7 million metric tons (Modem 
Casting, 2011). However, total world casting production is still down from its peak point in 
2007 of 94.0 million metric tons. The production in casting shipments is reflected in the 
average of the top 10 nations (figure 2.1). The top 10 nations produced 88 % of the global 
total, the same percentage as in 2009. Figure 2.1 highlights the fact that China's production 
comprises up 50.0 % of the total global casting production. China has the largest number of 
foundries (12,000) in the world followed by India 4,700 and the United States 2,700. 
Gennany, regained its position at number five after its drop to sixth in 2008, although it is 
still not above its 2008 levels (Modem Casting, 2011). 
Figure 2.1: Top 10 Casting Producers 20 I 0 
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Source: Adapted by Heiko Brauckhofffrom Modem Casting (2011) 
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Illustrated in figure 2.2 is the average productivity per metal casting plant of the top 10 
nations in 2008 (Muralidhar & Datta, 2009). The results show that Gemlany has the highest 
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productivity per site followed by France and the USA. 2/3 of all exports from the Gennan 
foundries are within the EU, and 3/4 of the casting imports are from the EU (Perlitz, 2008). 
Figure 2.2: Production in Tons per Plant in 2008 
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2.2 Company Structure and Industrial Context of the German Foundry Industry 
"Small is beautiful" - it is not unusual these days to apply this much-quoted observation to 
the needs of small and medium-sized enterprises. Indeed, SMEs are now very much in the 
public policy limelight, and considering that they account for over 95 % of enterprises and 
60 % - 70 % of employment in OECD countries, it is easy to see why (OECD, 2003). 
SMEs also play an important role in the Gennan economy. They represent 99 % of all 
companies in Gem1any and provide 61 % of all jobs (Troger, 2010). The company structure 
in the Gennan foundry market can be characterized as small and medium-sized because 
80 % of the companies have fewer than 199 employees. Figure 2.3 illustrates thi s point by 
presenting basic data on employees per finn in the foundry industry in Gennany. 
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Figure 2.3: Employees per Foundry in Germany (in %) 
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The entire casting production in Germany in 2010 was 4.79 million tons with an 
exportation rate of 36 % (Modern Casting, 2011). Figure 2.4 shows the main markets of 
the Gem1an foundry industry in 2008 (BDG, 2009). 
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Figure 2.4: Main Markets of The Gennan Foundry Industry in 2008 
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Evidence of growing demand-side linkages among national markets that characterize the 
extent of an industry'S globalization can be captured by output measures such as the 
volume of trade (exports plus imports) relative to industry sales (Morrison & Roth, 1992). 
Infonnation on exports and imports is important to the study of international business, 
because, firstly, trade is the historical basis of international business, and trade helps us to 
understand SME practices and strategies, and secondly, exports and imports are the main 
drivers of international trade (Rugman & Collinson, 2009). Exports by SMEs reflect the 
extent of globalization-induced competition among small companies in the Gennan foundry 
market. 
Thus, the measures 'total export' and 'total import' capture two important aspects of 
globalization (Asiedu & Freeman, 2007; Sethi et al. , 2003). However, many of these 
measures have significant limitations in tenns of capturing the extent of a company ' s 
overseas expansion (Wiersema & Bowen, 2008). For example, the export-to-sales ratio fail s 
to capture foreign subsidiary activities. In the literature there are also further measures of 
globalization such as the importance of market share (Buzell & Gale, 1987), but one 
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problem of using this measure is determining the reference market with the relevant 
information about market shares in foreign markets (Leontiades, 1984). The measure of 
total exports is useful for the thesis because in 20 I 0, nearly 40 % of the total sales volume 
of the German foundries was exported directly (ferrous castings) (Lickfett & Schumacher, 
2011). Figure 2.5 shows that the exports in the Germany foundry industry have been 
increasing since 1997 (BDG, 2009). 
Figure 2.5: Development of Exports in the Gennan Foundry Industry 
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SMEs in the foundry sector are also confronted with increased competition in the form of 
cheaper manufactured products from such countries as China and India (BDG, 2009), and 
are consequently struggling to develop appropriate strategies for competing with them. 
Overall , the Gennan foundry industry is a stable industry not characterized by dynamic 
changes in comparison to other industries characterized by intensive competition (i .e. 
telecommunication, retailing, etc.). 
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3 Literature Review 
3.1 Introduction 
The world is becoming highly integrated (Porter, 1986; Saee, 2007) and today's manager is 
faced with rapidly changing and fast-paced environments, hypercompetition and unfamiliar 
environments (Dess et aI., 1997). Fast-paced environments present companies with 
unprecedented threats and opportunities. While globalized markets provide tremendous 
growth opportunities, they also intensify competition. Even the smallest companies can 
enter global markets easily (Greiner & Cummings, 2009) and pursue opportunities in 
international markets (Knight, 2000). Such environmental conditions place intense 
demands on strategy formulation (Gavetti et aI., 2005). The question of how SMEs strive to 
manage and cope with the effects of globalization remains one of the most pressing issues 
in the field of strategic management. Strategy formulation is most critical in times of 
change (Gavetti et aI., 2005) and has long been a topic of great interest in the field of 
strategic management, because the effectiveness of fonnulating the right strategies 
determines whether companies are able to change and adapt to their environment, and 
therefore whether thy are ultimately successful (O'Regan et aI., 2010). 
This thesis deals with the effects of globalization on strategy fonnulation in the German 
foundry industry. To shed light on strategy fonnulation and globalization I tackle two 
related tasks. The first literature section presents a discussion of strategy, and strategy 
fonnulation in the literature, and a general overview of the various definitions, 
developments and scope of strategy. The theories of resource and market orientations are 
reviewed and compared, followed by a model of strategy fonnulation as a blend of 
resource-orientation and market-orientation. Secondly, the literature on the topic of 
globalization is briefly discussed, followed by a model of globalization opportunities and 
globalization threats. Finally, the implications of globalization on strategy fonnulation will 
be discussed. In using strategy formulation as the context for theoretical discussion, this 
thesis accepts Porter's (1980) point that all companies have a strategy, whether explicit or 
implicit. 
15 
3.2 Increasing Emphasis on Strategy 
The question of what it is that drives strategic actions has occupied a central position in 
strategic management literature (Nadkarni & BaIT, 2008). A large body of literature on 
strategic responses to globalization has evolved (Solberg, 1997). The focus of this literature, 
however, has been mainly on large multinational enterprises (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989; 
Porter, 1996; Vip, 1992), and has largely focused on performance implications (Capar & 
Kotabe, 2003; Denis et aI., 2002; Grant et aI., 1988; Tallman & Li, 1996). But small and 
medium enterprises (SMEs) are different from large companies in terms of resource 
limitations, informal strategies, flexible structures, and their fire-fighting mentality 
(Hudson et aI., 2001; Qian & Li, 2003). Surprisingly less is known, however, about strategy 
formulation at SMEs. Relatively little research addresses strategic responses of SMEs 
(O'Regan et aI., 2010; Knight, 2000), but SME success within the context of globalization 
depends in large part on the formulation and implementation of strategy (Miles & Snow, 
1978; Porter, 1980). The modem business world now recognizes the importance of strategic 
issues and the contribution of strategic management to business success, but over the years 
many definitions of strategy have been developed (Drummond et aI., 2008). For example, 
Whittington (2001) argues that strategy is the most overused andlor misused phrase in 
business today. Research into the question as to how strategies are formed in companies 
(Mintzberg & Waters, 1985) or, generally, research on strategy has a long history, but there 
is not much agreement about strategy or what strategy is (De Wit & Meyer, 2010; Porter, 
1996; Welge & AI-Laham, 2003; Whittington, 2001). The evolution of strategy has been 
driven more by the practical needs of business than by the development of theory, and has 
changed greatly over the past half century (Grant, 2008). Even businesses cannot agree on 
the most basic of all questions, namely what, precisely, is strategy? (Whittington, 2001). 
Over the years, scholars have addressed strategy formulation from a number of different 
perspectives, e.g. according to Drummond et al. (2008) strategy is concerned with making 
major decisions affecting the long-term direction of the business. On a similar theme, Grant 
(2008) argues that strategy is focused on achieving goals. Ansoff (1985) focuses strategic 
decisions more on the selection of the product-mix that the company will produce and the 
markets to which it will sell. For Porter (1996), strategy represents the creation of a unique 
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and valuable position, involving a different set of activities, and argues (1980) that 
management is, first, about the analysis of present and future circumstances, both within 
and outside the organization, and, second, about making informed decisions (based on the 
results of that analysis) on how to move the organization into the best possible position in 
order to secure an enduring competitive advantage. Barney (1991) views strategy on 
internal resources and capabilities and design strategies that exploit these differences. As 
Mintzberg (1992, 2007) has asserted, strategy emerges in practice more from a pragmatic 
process of bodging, learning and compromise than from a rational series of grand leaps 
forward. Nelson and Winter (1982) argue that in practice, strategy-makers do not strive 
ceaselessly for the optimal solution, but satisfy themselves with following the established 
routines and heuristics of the organization. Ohmae (2005) discussed the issue across the 
three C's (company, competition, and customers), and then defined their relationships in a 
dynamic, time-sequenced manner. On the other hand Markides (2000) admits that we 
simply do not know what strategy is or how to develop a good one. 
The various research streams have introduced more dynamic and eclectic views of key 
constructs, offered new views of strategy formation, highlighted the importance of strategy 
processes (e.g. De Wit & Meyer, 2010) especiaIIy against rational unitary actor models, and 
portrayed a more complex view of causality (Farjoun, 2002). However, as with many things 
the volume of scientific output does not necessarily equate to consensus (Adcroft & 
Teckmam, 2008). For example, the move to organic epistemological assumptions offers 
several advantages for the field of strategy such as the reflection of a growing appreciation 
of the complexity and interdisciplinary nature of strategy. Unfortunately, there has been 
little effort to integrate existing models; i.e. the literature contains a bewildering array of 
conceptual models (Hart & Banbury, 1994; Whittington, 2001). 
All conceptions of strategy introduced above have radicaIIy different implications for how 
to go about making strategy (Whittington, 2001), and each approach has different answers 
for strategy formulation within the companies. The practising manager is faced with a 
fundamental strategic choice: which theoretical picture of human activity and the 
environment fits most closely with his or her own view of the world, or his or her personal 
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theory of action (Argyris, 1977). If there is sufficient access to infonnation, sufficient 
capacity to analyse, sufficient organizational control, and sufficient environmental certainty, 
then the classical textbooks are fulsome in their advice (Whittington, 2001). Yet, despite its 
many contributions and achievements, the tenets of the classical perspective have been 
increasingly questioned. Its simple assumptions, better suited to the conditions of American 
big business earlier this century (Whittington, 2001), seem to be at odds with the more 
complex and constantly changing observed behaviour of individuals, companies and 
markets (Farjoun, 2002). Furthermore, critics have described the classical perspective as 
static (Pettigrew, 1992), linear (Henderson & Mitchell, 1997), and fragmented (Schendel, 
1994). 
The result of the mass of definitions and concepts of strategy has led to a situation in 
management and theory that there is no single model of strategy which captures the 
complexity and variety of the competitive realities of the 21 st century (Whittington, 2001). 
The disagreements run so deep that even a common definition of the tenn "strategy" is 
illusive (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Moreover, the implications for theory of no settled 
definition is, firstly, that the topic of strategy cannot be explained as a "set of 
straightforward definitions and rules to be memorized and applied" (De Wit & Meyer, 2010, 
p. 3) and, secondly, in practice is that there is no general instruction manual that one should 
simply absorb and learn. 
Consequently, this research sought to better understand how the strategy formulation 
worked in manufacturing SMEs. The following sections provide a number of important and 
influential illustrations of the debate before narrowing the tenns of references to focus on 
what it may all mean at the level of strategy fonnulation in SMEs - and finally for the 
thesis. Based on the fact that the concept of strategy in business and management is 
analogous to that of war (Grant, 2008; Luttwalk, 1987), the following chapter will discuss 
the historical impact of the meaning of strategy which will help us to manoeuvre through 
this battlefield of different definitions and concepts. 
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3.3 Origin of Strategy 
The first attempts to bring the concepts and theories of business strategy into perspective 
can be traced back to their antecedents in military strategy. The term strategy derives from 
the Greek word strafegos, meaning generalship (Grant, 2008). However, the concept of 
strategy did not originate with the Greeks - Sun Tzu's classic The Art o/War, written about 
500 BC, is regarded as the first treatise on strategy (Whittington, 200 I). 
According to Xenophon, the most important attribute for an aspmng strategos was 
knowing the business which you propose to carry out (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). To the 
ancient Athenians strategy was very much a "line function" - the formulation of strategy 
was a leadership task. Most of the principles of military strategy have been applied to 
business situations (Grant, 2008). If military practice is identified as a metaphor for 
business competition, the strategic principles of the great strategos still provide useful 
guides for those in the business of stra~egy formulation today. In the words of Pericles, 
perhaps the greatest of the Athenian strategoi, the goal of military strategies was to limit 
risk while holding fast to essential points and principles (Whittington, 2001). For this 
reason, strategy is based upon long-term aims ("doing the right things") and, therefore, 
strategy can be distinguished from tactics, which are more concerned with the details of 
"doing things right". Strategy sets the direction in which the organization will proceed 
while tactics determine how it will proceed (Stettinius et aI., 2005). While strategy is a 
word that is usually associated with the future, its links to the past are no less central 
(Mintzberg, 1993). 
Literature on strategic management typically distinguishes between business and corporate 
strategy (Grant, 2010). Business strategy deals with the ways in which a single-business 
company or an individual business unit of a larger company competes within a particular 
industry or market (Bowman et aI., 2001). Corporate strategy deals with the ways in which 
a corporation manages a set of businesses together (Grant, 2010). Strategy formulation has 
long been a great interest in the field of strategic management (O'Regan, 2010) and is one 
of the most critical and important issues for future management research (Zahra & Q'Neill, 
1998). Strategy making is according to Dess et aI. (1997, p. 679) an "organizational-level 
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process that encompasses the range of activities firms engage in to formulate and enact 
their strategic mission and goals". This depiction is consistent with the type of strategy 
making described in previous research. For example, Hart (1992) posit that strategy making 
include analysis, planning, decision-making, strategic management, and many aspects of 
the company's culture. In attempting to identify the variables relevant for strategy 
formulation, many researchers have focused on delineating the dimensions of strategy 
making. Therefore, I will now turn to the aspect of strategy dimensions. 
3.4 Strategy Dimensions 
3.4.1 Schools of Thought in Strategic Management 
What are strategies and how are they formed in companies? A large body of literature (e.g. 
Analoui & Karami, 2003; De Wit & Meyer, 2010; Farjoun, 2002; Porter, 1980; Mintzberg, 
1990), under the banner of strategy formulation, addresses the question of how companies 
make their strategic decisions. The distinction between strategy process, strategy content 
and strategy context is helpful and is made by De Wit and Meyer (2010), Pettigrew (1988), 
Porter (1980) and Mintzberg (1990). These key dimensions reflect the three dimensions of 
strategic management. The strategy process is defined as "the manner in which strategies 
come about ("how")" (De Wit & Meyer, 1994; p. 30), while the strategy content is defined 
as "the output of the strategy process ("what")" (De Wit & Meyer, 1994; p. 30), and the 
strategy context is defined as the "set of circumstances under which both the process and 
content were determined ("where, when, who, and why") (De Wit & Meyer, 1994; p. 30). 
The knowledge of these key dimensions is important, because only the interaction of the 
three dimensions (process, content, and context), will provide real depth and understanding 
of strategy questions. De Wit and Meyer (2010) stress that in practice there are not discrete 
borderlines between the dimensions. Based on this distinction from strategy, strategy 
formulation plays an important part in firms' strategy process (Analoui & Karami, 2003). 
There are different approaches to strategy formulation and scholars have proposed different 
models of strategy formulation within companies. For example, is strategy formulation the 
result of a formal planning process or does strategy formulation emerge as companies learn 
incrementally about their task environment and about the reasons that initiatives have 
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succeeded or failed? The core questions as to which strategy paradigms there are has been 
addressed by several models - Chaffee (1995), recognizes three main models, while Bailey 
and lohnson (1992) identify six approaches, and Mintzberg (1990) even outlines ten 
different schools of thought, and employed a pottery-maker metaphor to illustrate how 
strategy, affected by random events, is best viewed as a combination of deliberate and 
opportunistic moves (Mintzberg, 1992). Such quantitative differences in the literature 
would seem to suggest a lack of agreement. However, if the category boundaries are drawn 
quite broadly, the various schools of thought can be grouped into two fundamentally 
different approaches: namely the planning approach (Andrews, 1987; Ansoff, 1965) and the 
incrementalist approach (Mintzberg, 1990). 
For example, Andrews (1987), argues that strategy making should be viewed as a rational 
and explicit design issue and that strategy implementation is merely a series of subactivities 
which are primarily administrative. However, Andrews (1987) speaks of strategy as a 
pattern of decisions (consistency of intended strategies), but not a pattern of organizational 
activities (consistency of realized strategies) as the incrementalists do. The model of the 
planning paradigm is basically linear (Chaffee, 1985). The planning approach views 
strategy t~ough a mechanistic perspective that is unified by Newtonian mechanistic logic 
as their shared epistemological basis (Farjoun, 2002). According to this planning approach, 
strategy is viewed as a plan which has to be fully fonnulated, explicitly and rationally, and 
only then can it be implemented (De Wit & Meyer, 2010), and focus on deliberate 
strategies (Mintzberg, 1990). Given the major advantages of engaging in deliberate 
strategizing such as direction (Ansoff, 1965), commitment (Marx, 1991), coordination 
(Andrews, 1987), optimization (Ansoff & McDonnell, 1990) and programming (Grinyer et 
aI., 1986), it can come as no surprise that companies are under pressure to engage in 
deliberate strategizing (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). In the mechanistic approach, which still 
guides much of the thought in the strategy field, action is purposive and prospective, and 
strategies are realized as planned (Mintzberg, 1993). 
However, the new economic environment is substantially more volatile, much more 
uncertain and increasingly complex (IBM, 2010), and has questioned the tenets of the 
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mechanistic perspective. Its simple assumptions, better suited to a relatively stable and 
predictable world seem to be odds with the more complex and constantly changing 
observed behaviour of companies and markets (Henderson & Mitchell, 1997; Pettigrew, 
1992; Schendel, 1994), which makes long-term planning virtually impossible, if not 
dangerous (Porter, 1980). Prompted by the limitations of the mechanistic perspective, the 
incrementalist or organic approach views strategy as a pattern in the stream of 
organizational activities (Mintzberg, 1993); and gives much more recognition to "soft" 
variables and to the messy side of reality. The organic development includes research on 
strategy formation and implementation (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985), evolutionary ideas and 
process models (Bamett & Burgelman, 1996), the recognition of reciprocal and interactive 
relationships between strategy and other constructs (Henderson & Mitchell, 1997), and 
integrative research (Baden-Fuller & Stopford, 1994). The underlying epistemological 
assumptions (Farjoun, 2002) of the organic perspective offer several advantages for the 
field of strategy, such as a growing appreciation of the complexity and interdisciplinary 
nature of strategy, and the maintenance of continuity since it builds on lower-level 
mechanistic conceptions (Boulding, 1956) and, finally, since changes, conflict and 
interdependence are the chief concerns of modem companies and strategy itself, organic 
assumptions seem to hold a natural appeal (Farjoun, 2002). 
Whilst the link between today's organizational environment and strategy formulation is 
frequently stated, it is not always absolutely clear. On the one hand, there is Makhija (2003), 
White (1986) and Grant's (2003) argument that the increased volatility of the business 
environment makes systematic strategic planning more difficult and that rapid change 
requires strategies that are flexible and creative - characteristics which are seldom 
associated with formalized planning. Therefore, the condition that the strategies can be 
realized as intended with no interferences from external forces (e.g. the market) is not 
realistic, and so it is unlikely that we will find any perfect deliberate strategies in companies 
(De Wit & Meyer, 2010). On the other hand, Mintzberg and Waters (1985) made a 
distinction between deliberate and emergent strategies, which allowed us to distinguish 
deliberate strategies - realized as intended - from emergent strategies - realized despite, or 
in the absence of, intentions. Companies must keep an open mind in order to sense where 
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positive or negative circumstances are unfolding, so that they can respond rapidly to these 
new conditions (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Further advantages of letting strategy emerge are 
flexibility (Beinhocker, 1999), learning (Mintzberg, 1994), entrepreneurship (Lyon et aI., 
2000) and support (Quinn, 1980). For a strategy to be perfectly emergent, there must be 
order - consistency in action over time - in the absence of intention (Mintzberg, 1990). 
Mintzberg and Waters (1985; p. 271) highlighted that it is "important to remember that 
emergent strategy means, not chaos, but, in essence, unintended order". 
In longitudinal studies of strategy formation in ten organizations, Mintzberg (2007) 
identified a process of emergence that bore little resemblance to formal, rational, strategic 
planning processes. Empirical support for adaptive approaches to strategy making in 
uncertain situations is significant (Wiltbank et aI., 2006). Miller (1993) found out through 
interviews with 53 companies that more successful companies were significantly more 
adaptive. A review of the relevant literature by Grant (2003) came to the conclusion that 8 
of the 10 major oil companies which were investigated responded to increasing industry 
uncertainty by de-emphasizing their planning approach in exchange for more adaptive and 
flexible solutions, establishing a balance of strategy guidelines and pure emergent strategy. 
Between September 2009 and January 2010 IBM (2010) conducted face-to-face interviews 
with 1541 chief executive officers, general managers and senior public sector leaders in 60 
countries and 33 industries and found out, that only 16 per cent use iterative strategic 
planning processes as distinct from formal annual strategy reviews and 54 per cent more 
likely to rely on quick decisions. 
Several empirical studies support the notion that companies which work more diligently to 
analyse and predict more accurately outperform those that do not (Wiltbank et aI., 2006). 
Ansoff (1991) argues that a formal business plan provides a framework for subsequent 
actions. Go11 and Rasheed (1997) carried out a survey of 62 manufacturing companies and 
found that rational decision-making positively impacted performance as dynamism 
increased. In a similar vein, based on their results of a survey of 426 managers, Brews and 
Hunt (1999) argue that more specificity in the planning process was related to increased 
financial market performance versus competitors over the previous 5 to 10 years. A 
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reasonable summing up of the issue comes from Bhide (2000) who argues that SMEs are 
much better off pursuing the business opportunity than writing a formal business plan. The 
research generally suggests positive relationships between mission/goal institutionalization, 
situation analysis, comprehensiveness, formal planning and performance (Slater et al., 
2006). However, the research also suggests that strategic orientation may influence these 
relationships (Slater et al., 2006). Broadly, these findings suggest that rational planning can 
guide companies to successfully reposition for the future even in uncertain situations. 
In contrast to this, empirical research focused upon the impact of strategic planning on 
company performance and the role of strategic planning in strategic decision making (Grant, 
2003) has led to results that are fragmented and contradictory, and with the conclusion that 
the overall effect of planning on performance is very weak (Boyd, 1991; Watts & Ormsby, 
1990). While the empirical results of the previous surveys are interesting, even though they 
are contradictory, caution should be exercised when generalizing the findings beyond the 
scope of these studies. First, the results were derived from large companies (Grant, 2003), 
or from different industries (Brews & Hunt, 1999), and, second, that the findings might be 
country-specific (Wiltbank et al., 2006). Furthermore, several other studies have reported 
positive relationships between formal strategic planning and financial performance in 
SMEs (Watts & Ormsby, 1990; Wood et aI., 1988). There are, however, some indications 
that SMEs pay little attention to strategy and strategy formulation (e.g. Snuif & Zwart, 
1994). 
No consensus has yet developed in the field of strategic management on how to balance 
deliberateness and emergence, and especially their interplay. This begs the question: how 
should a manager plan? In the view of Mintzberg and Waters (1985), only very few 
strategies are purely deliberate or emergent, and most are usually a mix of the two. A key 
characteristic of both adaptive and planning approaches is their emphasis on positioning the 
company within an exogenously given environment (Wiltbank et al., 2006). The discussion 
resulted in two streams: on the one hand, the advocates of systematic, rational analysis (e.g. 
Ansoff, 1991) and, on the other hand, those who favoured the empirical validity and 
normative merits of emergent processes (e.g. Mintzberg, 1991). Overall, the trends in main 
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stream strategy management literature are shifting from a rational approach to an emergent 
approach (Whittington, 2006), but the contribution of both areas of research has been 
limited by a lack of empirical investigation of the phenomenon itself (Grant, 2003). 
However, both approaches, namely deliberate strategizing and strategy emergence, seem to 
have advantageous characteristics, and are to certain extent contradictory (De Wit & Meyer, 
2010). For example, deliberateness creates commitment, while emergence allows for 
flexibility, deliberateness gives direction, while emergence allows for opportunism, 
deliberateness facilitates fixed programming, and emergence allows for ongoing learning 
(De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Johnson et al. (2008) summed up the position by suggesting that 
it is likely that in reality, planning and emergency approaches both are useful, and that they, 
therefore, could both be seen within firms at the same time, or at different times to different 
degrees, but they should not be seen as independent or mutually exclusive. In discussing 
the differences between the strategic planning perspective versus the strategic 
incrementalism perspective, De Wit and Meyer (2010, p.128) provide an overview and 
suggest that both are part of a continuum and that it is likely that companies and individuals 
will pass from one to the other (figure 3.1). 
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Table 3.1: Strategic Planning versus Strategic Incrementalism Perspectives 
Strategic incrementalism 
Emphasis on 
Nature of strategy 
Nature of formation 
View of future 
Posture towards the 
future 
Formation process 
Formation process steps 
Decision-making 
Decision-making focus 
Implementation focused 
on 
Strategic change 
Deliberateness over 
emergence 
Intentionally designed 
Figuring out 
Forecast and anticipate 
Make commitments, prepare 
Formally structured and 
comprehensive 
First think, then act 
Hierarchical 
Optimal resource allocation 
and coordination 
Programming 
(organizational efficiency) 
Implemented top-down 
perspective 
Emergence over 
del iberateness 
Gradually shaped 
Finding out 
Partially unknown and 
unpredictable 
Postpone commitments, 
remain flexible 
Unstructured and 
fragmented 
Thinking and acting 
intertwined 
Dispersed 
Experimentation and 
parallel initiatives 
Learning (organizational 
development) 
Requires broad cultural 
and cognitive shifts 
Source: Adapted by Heiko Brauckhofffrom De Wit & Meyer, 2010; p. 128 
This perspective is reinforced by Wiltbank et al. (2006) who discussed which prescription a 
company should follow. They conclude that this depends upon how confident the company 
is in its ability to predict changes in its environment. Although much of this research does 
highlight the importance of strategy making, little empirical analysis has been conducted to 
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assess the impact of the turbulent environment of high technology industries, where 
conditions are subject to constant change, and strategy formulation becomes almost 
meaningless and long-range planning of questionable value (Shrader et aI., 1989). Yet how 
are managers to formulate their strategy? Thus, Grant (2003) argues that the challenge of 
making strategy when the future is unknowable encouraged reconsideration of strategy 
formulation. Similarly, as noted by Albano (2002, p.1), "the ways of thinking that underlie 
strategy formulation are seldom addressed in business textbooks". Moreover, too few 
researchers have examined a third link, namely that between required strategy formulation 
and the internal and external environment. For example, today's manager, faced with 
rapidly changing and faced-paced competitive environments (Bodley-Scott, 2010; Dess et 
aI., 1997), place intense time of their work to actively interpret opportunities and threats 
when formulating strategies (Barnett & Burgelman, 1996). On the other hand, there is 
White's (1986) argument that inappropriate internal organization can prevent or impede the 
formulation of a strategy, causing the firm to perform at less than full potential. Another 
argument was put forward by Watts and Ormsby (1990) who found that formal strategic 
management procedures are particularly inappropriate for SMEs since they have neither the 
management nor the financial resources to indulge in elaborate strategic management 
techniques. Furthermore, Verreynne (2004), Analoui and Karami (2003) and Ogunmokun 
et al. (1999), all argue that strategy-making research in small firms is mostly undertaken in 
larger small and medium companies with up to 500 employees in North America and 
Europe, and this research does not offer many solutions to smaller firms. In summary, the 
treatment of strategy in the SME literature has lagged behind that of the mainstream 
literature (Analoui & Karami, 2003). 
Different perspectives on strategy have been discussed. The result of the different views of 
strategy in the literature, which can all be correct, is in making sense of the complexities of 
strategy formulation - for example, it is not a black or white issue with definite right or 
wrong answers. The result of this will always be confusion and not clarity, and the 
managers are provided with not a single tool which will tell them how to formulate their 
strategies. Central to the discussed perspectives are the following: setting goals, allocation 
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of resources, long term direction and plans for action. The following will, therefore, give a 
definition of strategy that will be used in this thesis: 
"Strategy is a coordinated plan that gives the outlines for decisions and activities of a firm 
and is focused on the application of the resources that a company has at its disposal in such 
a way that the activities have an additional value to the environment so that the firm can 
achieve its own goals" (Gibcus & Kemp, 2003, p. 11). 
It is now appropriate to consider how firms formulate strategies in SMEs. In examining 
strategy formulation in SMEs, Paladino (2008) offers a perspective into how firms 
fonnulate strategies based on an internal and external perspective. I will now turn to the 
influence of strategy formulation as a blend of internal and external orientation. 
3.4.2 Strategic theoretical Perspectives: Market-based View (MBV) versus 
Resource-based View (RBV) 
One of the major goals in current strategic management research is to identify the sources 
and determinants of profitability differences among companies (Spanos et aI., 2004). 
Managers are continuously looking for new ways to align the current, and potential, 
strengths and weaknesses of the company with the current, and potential, opportunities and 
threats in the environment (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Understanding the conditions of 
strategy and the sources of sustained competitive advantage for companies (Porter, 1980) 
has become a major area of research in the field of strategic management (Grant, 2008). 
Competitive advantage can be achieved only if a business system creates superior value for 
buyers (Porter, 1980). 
The classic approach to strategy formulation, for example, begins with an appraisal of 
organizational competencies and resources (Andrews, 1987). On the other hand, Grant 
(2008) argues that strategy is concerned with matching a company's resources and 
capabilities to the opportunities that arise in the external environment. In determining what 
the strategy should be, two types of fit are of central concern to managers, since there needs 
to be a fit between the company and its environment (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). The main 
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question for managers is whether a company should adapt itself to its environment or 
should it attempt to create its environment. Within strategic management there are strongly 
different views on how managers should proceed, and under what conditions a strategy 
should be market driven or internally driven (Porter, 1980; Spanos et aI., 2004). However, 
when reduced to their bare essentials, the diversity of views can be categorized into two 
fundamentally different approaches to strategy - namely the market-based and the 
resource-based approaches (Gilbert, 1989; Grant, 2008; Paladino, 2008; Peteraf, 1993; 
Porter, 1980). These two greatly differing theories in strategy literature try to explain why 
some companies perform in a superior manner and are consequently associated with higher 
value (Makhija, 2003). The market-based view (MBV) and the resource-based view (RBV) 
clearly point to different sources of competitive advantage for companies (Roquebert et aI., 
1996). 
In a world in which national economIes are mergmg into an interdependent global 
economic system (Saee, 2007) and where customer preferences are volatile and the identity 
of customers and the technologies for serving them are changing, a market-focused strategy 
may not provide the stability and constancy of direction needed to guide strategy over the 
long term (Gavetti et aI., 2005; Greiner & Cummings, 2009; Knight, 2000; Levitt, 1960). 
Therefore, strategy scholars have highlighted the value of developing organizational 
capabilities as a means of implementing company strategies (Penrose, 1959; Slater et aI., 
2006). Proponents of the resource-based view explain that competitiveness arises from 
valuable company-level resources and capabilities that are costly to imitate (Barney, 1991; 
Dierichx & Cool, 1989). The resource-based view, which focuses inwardly on the 
company's resources and capabilities to account for company profitability and value (Grant, 
1991; Peteraf, 1993), questions the sufficiency of Porter's (1980) logic, noting that if 
markets can fully anticipate the value of strategic factors necessary to enter an attractive 
industry and establish a favourable industry position, then a company will not be able to 
realize and sustain above-normal returns (Barney, 1991; Dierichx & Cool, 1989). In general, 
the greater the rate of change in a company's external environment, the more likely it is that 
internal resources and capabilities will provide a secure foundation for long-term strategy 
(Grant, 2008). The resource-based perspective views strategy formulation on careful 
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evaluation of available resources (Spanos & Lioukas, 2001) and emphasizes that 
managerial choice in deciding which resources to acquire and develop, and how and when 
to develop them, is critical to organizational performance (Rond & Thietart, 2007). Thus, 
the RBV also addresses the importance of managerial capabilities for the formulation of 
strategy. 
The literature on the resource-based view and capabilities is characterized by two trains of 
thought (Ethiraj et aI., 2005). On the one hand, there are authors such as Bamey (1991) and 
Peteraf (1993) who define the company's resources broadly, and on the other hand, others 
such as Grant (2008) and Teece (2007), clearly differentiate between resources and the 
capability of a company. However, some authors feel this distinction to be irrelevant 
(Bamey & Arikan, 2001). According to the resource-based view, the main source of 
competitive advantage in organizations is the possession of certain assets, which are 
specific attributes which each company is capable of creating, developing, maintaining and 
controlling (Bamey, 1991; Pereraf, 1993). 
According to Bamey (1991), these resources must be valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable 
and non-substitutable. Examples given in the literature include trade contacts, machinery, 
efficient procedures, capital, corporate culture, the company's reputation among suppliers, 
and interpersonal relations among managers in a company (Bamey, 1991). While it is 
certainly possible that physical assets can be the source of above-normal returns, it is 
intangible organizational resources, developed typically through unique historicity and with 
social complexity, that are frequently found to create advantage. These resources increase 
in importance in rapidly changing industry environments (Majumdar, 1998), or as Collis 
(1991) highlighted, are associated with core competence, organizational capability, and 
administrative heritage. Intrinsic to the RBV of the company is the belief that every 
company must have the organizational capability to effectively implement its chosen 
product market strategy and continually regenerate and upgrade its core competence (Collis, 
1991). Hence, companies devote efforts to generating a resource base that will be difficult 
and costly, ifnot impossible, to imitate (Paladino, 2008). 
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Yet, despite the theoretical and practical resonance of this issue, surprisingly little empirical 
work has assessed whether company capabilities aid in the implementation of company 
strategies, as capability theory predicts (DeSarbo et aI., 2006; Newbert, 2007). A review of 
the relevant literature by Newbert (2007) came to the conclusions that only eight of 55 
related articles appearing in leading management journals dealt with aspects of both 
strategy and capabilities. Within those eight articles, only about half of the hypotheses 
tested were supported, leading Newbert (2007) to conclude that managers and academics 
know significantly less about how company capabilities operate than had originally been 
believed (Vorhies et aI., 2009). In order to measure the assets in the resource-based view, 
they must be classified. However, as Bamey (2001) points out, it is precisely the 
measurement of concepts that requires further research. He also (Bamey, 1991) stresses that 
not all these assets will always become strategic resources, and not all knowledge translates 
into competitive advantage (Peteraf, 1993). Kunc and Morecroft (2010) argue that the 
resource-based literature offers a number of explanations about the conditions under which 
competitive advantage arises: however, Priem and Butler (2001) believe that these 
explanations do not help in terms of strategy formulation that managers follow to develop 
their resources. Newbert (2007, p. 18) concludes that only 53 per cent of the papers he 
examined "offered positive support for the link between resources and performance". 
Lockett et al. (2009) highlight a number of practical difficulties that limit the RBV. For 
example, resources which can be easily identified and measured are unlikely to be of great 
interest to RBV researchers. In contrast, the focus of empirical studies is commonly based 
on resources which can be measured, and not because they are necessarily important 
(Lockett et aI., 2009). Also absent from the RBV literature is any focus on market 
orientation and strategy in previous RBV studies (Vorhies et aI., 2009). The result, 
therefore, of decades of academic research between resource-orientation and strategy 
formulation is not always absolutely clear. 
Given the limitations of the resource-based view, the market-based view, which can be 
traced back to the works of Caves and Porter (1977) and Porter (1979), views the issue of 
strategy formulation from exactly the opposite angle and focuses on the market outside the 
company in which it competes. In the marked based-view, firms are largely seen as being 
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homogeneous, and competition IS seen as occurring via positioning In markets. For 
example, Caves and Porter (1977) and Gilbert (1989) view market-orientation as a basis for 
above-normal future returns and thus higher current firm value. In dealing with this issue, 
Narver and Slater (1990) argue that market orientation creates the necessary behaviours for 
the creation of superior value for buyers and thus, continuous superior performance for the 
business. Hence, this orientation is externally oriented in that its primary focus resides with 
the satisfaction of market needs and then attention is drawn to internal processes (Paladino, 
2008). This is supported by Porter (1985), who points out that a MBV of strategy is more 
relevant to the SME context. Mainly because SMEs see the way to avoid the risk associated 
with high degrees of dependency to a few major customers as being through diversifying 
their customer base. In this perspective, the sources of a firm's market power explain its 
relative performance (Grant, 2010). Even in a changing environment, the past market 
power of incumbents provides a (temporary) cushion from new competition which can be 
used to regain market power (Makhija, 2003). What is not asked in the market-based view 
is whether the market opportunity is one that can be exploited by the firm in question - that 
is, does the firm have the resources and competencies to compete in this market? 
Furthermore, some authors such as Makhija (2003) come to the conclusion that the findings 
for the market-orientation theory represent only weak support. In line with Grant (1991) 
Makhija (2003) argues that RBV factors are stronger than MBV factors in changing market 
conditions. This point is supported by McCloskey (1990) who notes that market-based 
strategies can only deliver a temporary advantage in a competitive environment because 
competitors will be quick to imitate and erode any early benefits. On the other hand, some 
authors, such as Williamson (1991) find that the best strategy for managers is to 
concentrate on their costs. Table 3.2 highlights that the RBV and MBV perspectives clearly 
point to different sources of competitive advantage for companies. 
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Table 3.2: Key Characteristics of Resource-based and Market-based View in the SME 
Context 
. - . 
- Mindset 
-Focus to the internal environment 
- View the company a a bundle of resources 
- Competition is seen as occuring via 
resources and capabilities 
- Objectives 
-Identify the key resources and capabilities 
-Appraising resources and capabilities in 
terms of strategic importance and relative 
strenght 
- Major source of superior profibability 
- Uniqueness of the resources and capabilities 
- Strategy FommJation 
-Focus on the firm's resources and 
capabilities (resource-based strategies) 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
- Mindset 
-Focus to the external environment 
- View the company as being homogeneous 
- Competition is seen as occuring via 
positioning in markets 
- Objectives 
-Identify attractive markets 
-Market orientation through customer 
fo cused, market-oriented learning 
- Major source of superior profibabiJity 
-lndustlY attractiveness, positioning of the 
companies 
- Strategy F0111mJation 
-Focus on privileged end-product market-
positions (market-based strategies) 
It has been recognized in the literature that, under nonnal stable circumstances, a 
company's internal resources and its external market power are fundamentally intertwined 
(Makhija, 2003). On the other hand, there is a dearth of research that simultaneously 
examines market orientation or resource orientation and mUltiple performance measures 
(Baker & Sinkula, 2005 ; Paladino, 2008), and only one study has previously examined 
these relationships in one piece of research (Paladino, 2007, 2008). 
For the practising manager the implications of no settled theoretical approach to strategy 
fonnulation is numerous: Should managers in SMEs take the environment as the starting 
point, choose an advantageous market position, and then build the resource base and 
activity system necessary to implement the choice? Or should managers take the company' s 
resource base as the starting point selecting and/or adapting an environment to fit with the 
strengths? Or should managers take a mixed approach as the starting point? In the field of 
strategic management there has been no consensus developed on how to balance markets 
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and resources - it is up to each manager and company to form their own opinion (De Wit & 
Meyer, 2010). 
Poor strategic planning capabilities, short-termism, and a lack of focus on external and 
strategic issues are the main reasons underlying the limited success of SMEs, as pointed out 
in previous studies (Hudson-Smith & Smith, 2007; Hudson et aI, 200 I). The literature 
highlights that strategy is managed in SMEs in an informal and intuitive fashion, with a fire 
fighting approach. The strategy is shaped in the head of the entrepreneur, owner-manager 
or the managing director (Koberg et al., 1996; Mintzberg & Quinn, 1992; Van de Yen, 
1986; Walsh, 1987). Strategy management in SMEs does not reflect an exhaustive strategic 
analysis, but rather a leadership and customer-driven, opportunistic, external market-
oriented approach. Strategy process is very much market-based, rather than oriented to 
internal resources and capabilities. Therefore, a market-based view of strategy (Porter, 1980, 
1985) seems to be more relevant to the SME context, mainly because SMEs see the way to 
avoid the risk associated with high degrees of dependency on a few major customers, as 
being through diversifying their customer base. The resource-based view does not seem to 
be as relevant to SMEs as the market-based view does in practice (Hudson et al., 200 I). 
The argument for the market-based approach can be seen in the German foundry market as 
well. First, many foundries inherited substantial market positions within the last few years 
that were potentially valuable for the future. Second, the market power of Germans 
foundries, which was derived from monopoly positions, barriers to entry, and bargaining 
power (Makhija, 2003), could be expected to fade only gradually, because these firms could 
take advantage of their pre-existing domestic customer base. 
Like most of the SMEs, the managers in the foundries in Germany have the ability to 
manage in a competitive environment and represent a comparable value-creating resource 
for their companies. Another assumption on which the RBV rests can also be found in the 
Gennan foundry industry, namely that resources cannot be easily transferred to, or copied 
by, other companies (Barney, 2001). Therefore, the RBV should also be acknowledged as a 
potentially limiting condition on the SME's ability to implement the best business strategy 
and can be seen as an excellent starting point for the analysis of the relative strengths and 
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weaknesses of companies (thereby largely treating the demand side as exogenous), whereas 
the MBV is probably the cornerstone of any opportunities and threats analysis (with little or 
no emphasis on the individual company's resources to respond to this environment in an 
optimal way) (Barney, 1995). To help focus the analysis on the effects of globalization on 
strategy formulation in the German foundry industry the two approaches will be used in a 
complementary way. The value of combining the two complementary approaches is the 
need for completeness. 
There is relatively little research that addresses the formulation of strategy within the 
context of SMEs. This is surprising given the importance of SMEs to economies across the 
world. Hence the purpose of this research is to discover if and how SMEs work out their 
strategy formulation. The theoretical basis for the investigation is the two major 
frameworks of strategy formulation, namely the resource-based view and the marked-based 
view of strategy. I suggest that our understanding of strategy formulation can be improved 
through the integration of both perspectives. A reasonable summing up of the different 
views comes from Paladino (2008) who investigates the RBV and MBV together to explain 
the attainment of a sustainable competitive advantage. Thus, understanding the linkages 
between resource-orientation and market-orientation will greatly enhance our 
understanding of strategy fonnulation in SMEs. In dealing with Paladino's (2008) point, 
conceptually and diagrammatically, the blend of the resource-based view and the market-
based view creates four possible positions for all companies for strategy formulation (figure 
3.1). 
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Fi ure 3.1: Strate Fommlation as a blend ofRBV and MBV 
\\'orst Position for a I 
Companies (3) 
Focus on shon -teml r turn on 
investment and fina cial 
performance 
Limited application 0 strategic 
management tools 
High 
deal Position for all ompanies (I) 
Emphasis on resource and 
markets 
Market-based Strate y for all 
Companies (2) 
Emphasis nn Privi legfd 
end product and mar 1 
positions 
Choosing one of four 
competitive strategi s 
I 
Low 
Resource-based Orientation 
(Source: Heiko Brauckhoff) 
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Broadly, the conceptualization suggests that the opportunities and threats shape the internal 
and external factors in SMEs, which in turn affect strategy formulation . The emerging 
insight of the first position - the ideal position (D ' A veni, 20 10) - is that companies do not 
have just one option to formulate strategies, where SMEs consider a resource-based and a 
market-based view. Besides the apparent conflict in views between the two perspectives of 
the RBV and MBV, in reality both can co-exist and shape actual strategy fornmlation 
(Spanos & Lioukas, 200 I). Also Peteraf (1993) argues that the "competitive strategy" and 
"resource-base perspectives" complement each other in fornmlating strategies. From this 
position companies formulate strategies on the basis of the careful identification of the 
external and internal factors followed by an appraisal of their implications (Grant, 2008). 
Fundamental to this view of strategy is the notion of strategic fit ; i.e. the strategy must be 
consistent with the company ' s external environment, and with its internal environment - its 
goals and values, resources and capabilities, structure and systems (Grant, 2008). 
At the opposite end of this position IS the worst position (position 3). In light of their 
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smaller size, most SMEs lack the capabilities, market power, and other resources of the 
traditional multinational companies (Knight, 2000; Robinson & Pearce, 1984). The strategy 
is shaped in the head of the entrepreneur, owner-manager or the managing director. In 
practice, the primary focus of SMEs is on short-term operational rather than long-term 
strategic issues, and strategy formulation is generally reactive and intuitive (Mazzarol, 
2004; Stonehouse & Pemberton, 2002). Instead of engaging in business planning, the 
managers in SMEs move direct to action (Bhide, 2000; Carter et aI., 1996). As a 
consequence, managers execute the strategy process mainly in an informal fashion by 
holding multiple functions and with limited application of strategy management tools 
(Kelmar & Noy, 1990). Honig and KarIsson (2004) found out that only 23 per cent of 
SMEs wrote a formal business plan. Furthermore, financial budgeting is seen as the basic 
framework for annual planning (Storey & Greene, 2010). Hanlon and Scott (1993) 
therefore conclude that while some SMEs do make formal plans, this model is not 
sufficient to account for the behaviour of most small and medium-sized companies. 
The main resource for formulating strategies in the second position is in seeking attractive 
markets and favourable competitive market positions (market-based view). Within this 
framework the company is viewed as a bundle of strategy activities aimed at adapting to the 
industry environment by seeking an attractive position in the market area (Spanos & 
Lioukas, 2001). The firms in the second position commence with an examination of 
customer needs and then seek to develop the resources required to serve this market 
(Paladino, 2007). The focus rests with the external environment especially through 
customer and competitor orientation, which is echoed by Kahn (200 I). 
The emphasis in the fourth position is the classic approach to strategy formulation - for 
example, it begins with an appraisal of organizational competencies and resources (An drew, 
1987) in order to identify how they are different from their competitors, followed by design 
strategies that exploit these differences (resource-based view) (Barney, 1986; Penrose, 
1959). Strategy selection is based on careful evaluation of available resources (strengths 
and weaknesses). Paladino (2007) argues that these firms are in danger of overlooking 
important competitive forces and miss major changes in the market place. 
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However, the constructs of strategy fonnulation that are found in the literature have 
inconsistent tenninology. Nevertheless, strategy making in the above quadrants have 
common characteristics, and in such a case when investigating the effects of globalization 
on strategy fonnulation, the categories must be identified that are relevant in the context 
under investigation (Bamey, 1991; Day, 1994; Grant, 1991; Slater, 2006). 
In discussing the differences between a resource-based orientation and a marked-based 
orientation on strategy fonnulation, Lin et al. (2009) also suggest considering that some 
important internal resources can be obtained from external sources via interorganizational 
relationships such as alliances or collaborative relationships. Hamel et al. (1989) view 
alliances as the finn's ability to access, coordinate and control the resources necessary to 
develop, manufacture and market goods and services. Beekman and Robinson (2004) sum 
up this view by arguing that SMEs use alliance activity to improve their competitive 
positions. Baum and Oliver (1991) argue that one means of increasing survival rates for 
SMEs is through alliance activity. Strategic alliances have grown dramatically over the past 
decades, particularly among small finns (Arend, 2006; Starr & MacMillan, 1990). These 
issues are developed further by Gulati (2007), who argues that foreign partners are an 
effective mechanism to access resources and competencies. The contribution of the next 
chapter is, therefore, to address these issues of alliances as a part of strategy fonnulation. 
3.4.3 Methods of Strategy Development 
Making and fonnulating strategy is one of the critical tasks of the managers in SMEs 
(Analoui & Karami, 2003). Generally, strategy is something that can happen with the firm 
doing it all itself (organic/internally) or strategy can be done with other finns 
(inorganic/externally). The means by which managers attempt to formulate their strategies 
towards an internal or external strategy remains an ongoing debate in the literature (Marino 
et aI., 2008). The conceptual challenge in all this is to combine them to provide an overall 
view of the two broad approaches and reasons why one might happen over the other. In 
order to do this figure 3.2 uses the internaVexternal framework and reflects these issues 
diagrammatically. On this basis, four differences are identified which will be discussed in 
the following. 
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Figure 3.2: InternaVExternal Framework of Strategy Formulation 
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On the one hand, studies have found that when confronted with what they perceive as an 
increasingly uncontrollable environment, managers turn their focus inside the firm (Barker 
& Patterson, 1996). On the other hand, Marino et al. (2008) suggest that when faced with 
increasing uncertainty, managers attempt to actively manage critical resource dependencies 
and gather additional information so as to reduce uncertainty. One strategy that finns use to 
reduce environmental uncertainty and gain access to necessary resources is to establish 
specific forms of alliances (Park et aI., 2002) or collaborative relationships (De Wit & 
Meyer, 2010). Extent research indicates that given environmental factors such as rapid, 
often unforeseen changes, one particular important benefit alliances and collaborative 
relationships can provide is to increase options in terms of products, technologies, or skills 
that will allow firms to better adjust to uncertain future environmental situations (Ko gut, 
1991; Marino et aI., 2008). The main argument put forward by Barker and Patterson (1996) 
is that managers turn their focus inside the firm , a domain where they exercise greater 
control, which is a common explanation across much of the literature. For example, 
Cameron et al. (1987) found that firms exhibited a rigidity response when facing increasing 
environmental instability. This is reinforced by Arogyaswamy et al. (1995) who argues that 
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with any strategic changes that managers implement are primarily incremental. Some other 
authors such as Khana and Palepu (2000) or Tan and See (2004) noted managers' tendency 
to focus internally to overcome external uncertainty. 
In discussing the developing of a mission statement and defining whether the SME will 
operate alone or whether the SME will shift their focus externally and acquire strategically 
related units, Contractor and Lorange (2009), and Park et al. (2002) suggest that the way for 
the firms deal with environmental uncertainty and gain access to necessary resources is to 
establish alliances. Hamel (1991) and Miles et al. (1999) explain, however, that alliances 
can create problems for SMEs, but Harrigan and Newman (1990) suggest that SMEs are 
only likely to form alliances when managers perceive that the advantages will outweigh the 
disadvantages. Steensma et al. (2000) and Eisenhardt and Schoonhoven (1996) summed up 
the position and explained this phenomenon through increased technological uncertainty 
and argued that the building of technology alliances for SMEs is essentially driven by 
uncertainty. Drummond et al. (2008) and Marino et al. (2008) drew similar conclusions and 
suggested that as businesses are increasingly able to compete on a global scale, alliances 
are a means of responding to this challenge. In contrast, examining SMEs lack of resources 
for acquisitions, Dollinger and Golden (1992) found that firms employed less resource-
intensive strategies (i.e. forming strategic alliances) to gather additional information. 
For example, international diversification is an important strategic option for both large and 
small companies, and many companies are therefore turning their attention to growth 
(Porter, 2008). As well as growth in terms of enlarging the market share (market 
penetration) or by extending the product range share (product development) or moving into 
neighbouring market segments (market development), a company has to think about which 
business they should be in at all (Kotler, 2009). Diversification into new business areas can 
only be economically justified if it leads to value creation (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). The 
potential benefits from investment expansion into international markets are appealing (Lu 
& Beamish, 200 I). In determining what the best strategy for the company is, managers 
have to focus on organic growth opportunities based on the internal conditions (Penrose, 
1959), or to cooperate with other companies to promote their strategic objectives (Dunning 
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& Lundan, 2008). The ability of a company to focus on a strategy to follow all by itself is 
greater the better developed the network of customers, distributors and other actors in the 
market is (Porter, 1980). 
On the other hand, size can provides certain advantages for companies' innovative 
activities (Cohen, 1995). For example, large companies are more likely to possess the scale, 
technical experience and financial resources required for technological development than 
SMEs (Woo & Cooper, 1981). SMEs face internal shortages of information, capital, 
management time and experience, and externally SMEs face constraints arising from their 
vulnerability to environmental changes (Buckley, 1989). In a more global market 
environment, the analysis of the mechanism of strategy appears to be even more complex, 
given the multitude of combinations of entry barriers and ensuing different competitive 
situations in individual markets (Solberg, 2001). However, since a number of SMEs operate 
only in market niches (Asiedu & Freeman, 2007), one means of increasing survival rates 
for SMEs is through alliance activity rather than organic growth (Arend, 2006; Duanmu & 
Geppert, 2008). 
Alliances improve companies' abilities to access, coordinate and control the resources 
necessary to develop, manufacture and market goods and services (Hamel et al., 1988). 
Alliance partners can help SMEs overcome shortages of capital, equipment and other 
tangible assets through resource sharing between the two or more separate companies 
engaged in the alliance (Lu & Beamish, 2001). It is argued that alliances facilitate 
technological development by improving companies' knowledge bases (Baum et al., 2000), 
pooling resources, spreading costs and risks (Powell, 1990), and enhancing performance by 
tapping into specialized capabilities (Mowery et al., 1996). Another aspect is that 
networking among organizations and collaborative relationships on and across local, 
regional, national, international, and global levels is becoming a business norm rather than 
an exception (Ali, 2000; Anand & Khanna, 2000; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Gulati, 1998; 
Ireland et al., 2002). 
41 
Alliances should be understood in the thesis in more broad terms, namely as a voluntary 
arrangement or collaborative relationship among independent firms to exchange or share 
resources and engage in the co-development or provision of products, services, 
technologies or marketing activities (Gulati, 1998; Hoskisson et aI., 2004). 
Drawing upon the work of Contractor and Lorange (2002), there is one main reason for the 
growth of alliances, namely the increasing cost of R&D in technologically advanced 
industries and competitive pressure. Therefore, companies may collaborate to better exploit 
advantages arising from the economies of large-scale production. Johanson and Vahlne 
(1977) also argue that alliance partners represent an important source of host country 
knowledge to SMEs. Garette et al. (2009) go on to argue that companies form horizontal 
alliances to pool similar resources with competitors in order to jointly match the resource 
requirements of expansion projects that they would be unable to address on their own. 
Indeed, earlier research has alternatively pointed to resource weaknesses and resource 
strengths as the main determinants of alliance formation (M itch ell & Singh, 1992; Shan, 
1990; Stuart, 1998). 
Therefore, the main question dividing strategizing managers is whether companies should 
be more embedded or more independent (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Strategic management 
offers two diametrically opposed positions. The first is held by those strategists who 
believe that it is best for companies to be primarily competitive in their relationships to all 
outside forces, and that the companies should remain independent (Hamel et al. 1989; 
Moore, 1996; Porter, 1980). This point of view will be referred to as the discrete 
organization perspective (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). This view is in line with neoclassical 
economics and emphasizes that individuals, and the companies they form, are 
fundamentally motivated by aggressive self-interest and therefore that competition is the 
natural state of affairs (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). The advocates of this perspective see the 
key to success in the ability to build a powerful position and consider collaborative 
arrangements as a tactical tool, to be selectively employed (Porter, 1990). Essential for 
organizational power is the avoidance of resource dependence, because this can place the 
company in a precariously exposed position (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). 
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By contrast, strategists taking an embedded organization perspective and believe that 
companies should strive to build up more long-term cooperative relationships with key 
organizations in their environment (Hamel et aI., 1989). The advocates of this perspective 
doubt whether in a modern economy companies can efficiently perform all activities in-
house, as the division of labour has encouraged companies to specialize and outsource as 
many non-core activities as possible (Moore, 1996). By specializing in a certain area, the 
company can gain scale and experience advantages much faster (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). 
At the same time, the company can tap into the complementary resources developed by its 
co-specialized partner (Richardson, 1972). The debate within the field of strategic 
management on these different perspectives is far from having been concluded (De Wit & 
Meyer, 2010; Hamel et al. 1989; Moore, 1996; Porter, 1980). 
The multifaceted nature of a strategy driven internally or externally raise a number of issues 
as far as the building of alliances are concerned. For example, previous research has 
produced some inconsistent findings about strategy formulation: there is no single tool or 
model which tells us when to follow a discrete organization perspective or an embedded 
organization perspective (De Wit and Meyer, 2010). Porter (1980) views a company as a 
lone organization surrounded by hostile forces, while Hamel et al. (1989) see collaboration 
as a useful tool for improving the company's competitive profile, and Lorenzoni and 
Baden-Fuller (1995) view a group of companies working closely together as a "virtual 
company", including the benefit gained from most of the advantages of being a large 
vertically integrated company, while avoiding most of the pitfalls of integration. Moore 
(1996) concludes that cooperation and systems level thinking are essential to the strategist 
- however, not to substitute competitive behaviour, but rather to complement it. Dyer et al. 
(2001) put forward the argument that managing alliances is an essential expertise with the 
possibility of building a successful dedicated strategic alliance function which will reap 
substantial rewards. Further evidence was provided by Perry and Pyatt (1995), Rowbotham 
(1991), and Styles (1995), who all suggest that alliances are key components of successful 
SME competitiveness in both domestic and global markets. 
Under these conditions, there is still a lack of references to understand how the decision of 
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an internally oriented or externally oriented strategy is taken from the point of view of 
small and medium size firms, and, therefore, a crucial task for academics staff. Das and 
Teng (2000) thus note that there are only a few articles that deal with how SMEs develop 
their capabilities by building alliances with partnering companies. Dealing with formulating 
strategies towards an internally or externally driven strategy to study in this conceptual 
manner allows for two important points of analysis. First, it facilitates an understanding of 
the diversity of strategy formulation within any environment and, second, it allows for an 
easy comparison between different SMEs in the foundry industry. 
The growing importance of the environment on strategy formulation has been discussed 
briefly in the previous chapters. Now I will turn to a more thorough discussion on the 
effects of globalization on strategy formulation, because there is a growing belief that the 
business world in the twenty-first century is facing a new set of priorities such as the 
increasing globalization of competition, new information and new technology (Leavy, 
1996; Ohmae, 2007). 
3.5 Globalization 
3.5.1 The Global Economy 
Although the word "global" is over 400 years old it was, however, not until the 1960s that 
the term began to be widely used by economists and other social scientists. The concept of 
globalization indeed staggered or rather stumbled into academic circles - it was not 
recognized as academically significant until the early or possibly the mid 1980s (Robertson, 
1992). Nowadays, the globalization of markets is in progress (Levitt, 1984); we live in a 
truly networked and interdependent world, united by a global economy (Ohmae, 2007). 
Events transpiring in different parts of the world are now having dramatic consequences for 
other parts of the world at a faster pace than anyone could have imagined in the past 
(Thoumrungroje, 2007). For example, the bank crises in the United States of America in 
2008 have severely affected business around the world (Inman, 2008). 
Since the 1980s, we have witnessed dramatic changes in the international and global 
marketplaces. The liberalization of world trade and capital markets resulting from 
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globalization has given rise to dramatic changes in business practices around the world 
(Hill, 2009). Globalization characterizes the climate of business and society in the 21 sI 
century (Kotler et aI., 2009). The number of new players on the world economic stage is 
increasing all the time: for example, the number of nations belonging to the UN at the end 
of 2003 was 215 compared with 90 thirty years ago (Dunning & Lundan, 2008). A massive 
shift is under way in the world's economic centre of gravity. China, India, Central and 
Eastern Europe, and Latin America produce a sizable portion of the world's gross domestic 
product (GDP) and are forecast to capture about 40 per cent of the world's GDP growth 
over the next ten years (Perlitz, 2008). Once so dominant, the economies of the V.S. and 
Europe are now facing the real prospect of being overtaken by China, with Brazil and India 
not so very far behind (Ferguson, 2011). 
Dicken's analysis (1998), for example, reveals the impact of worldwide development on 
several key global industries - for instance, the textile and clothing industry that had 
originally developed during the nineteenth century in Western Europe, especially Britain. 
Human labour is the main factor of production in these industries and the key source of cost 
pressure. Thus, the big shift in production in the last half century has been to Asia, 
especially to China and India, and the industries of North America and Western Europe are 
tending to focus on high-value-added products. The data in figure 3.3 summarizes two 
major changes in the global development (Hill, 2009): 
• First, more companies are dispersing parts of their production process to different 
locations around the globe in order to drive down production costs and increase 
product quality. 
• Second, the economies of the world's nation states are becoming more intertwined. 
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Figure 3.3: Growth in World Merchandise Trade and Production, Average Annual % 
Increase in Volume from 1950-2005 
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Curiously, there is not a single accepted definition of globalization (Britton & Worthington, 
2008), or a concept (Robertson, 1992; Turner, 1990). So, what is globalization? In the 
literature, the concept of globalization or global economy means many different things to 
many different people (Adcroft & Willis, 2000). Unlike cross-cultural or competitiveness 
studies, globalization studies appeal to a wide range of scholars and practitioners (Ali, 
2000). In its extreme forn1 , globalization means " the existence of a perfectly integrated 
world economic system" (Rugman & Collinson, 2009; p.7). Yet, such a situation of perfect 
integration does not exist (Rugman & Collinson, 2009). 
In the broad and eclectic discussion in the literature a number of various thoughts and 
definitions about globalization can be found: for instance, Robertson (1992) suggests that 
globalization should be traced through three areas of society that have come to be 
recognized as fundamental in many theoretical analyses; namely economy, polity and 
culture. Globalization has been variously conceived as a multi-causal and multi-stranded 
process that is full of contingency and uncertainties (Giddens, 1991) or as a process which 
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accelerates interdependence (Held & McGrew, 2000). Thurow (1992) goes on to argue that 
globalization simply means that anything can be made anywhere and sold everywhere; Vip 
(1989) sees the processes of globalization as being driven by firms; Rhodes (1996) views 
globalization as the functional integration of national economies within the circuits of 
industrial and financial capital. Others make assertions that globalization is key to 
understanding the transition of human society into the third millennium (Waters, 2001), and 
that the impact of globalization can be seen on several key global industries, such as a key 
shift in production in the automobile industry towards Japan (Dickens, 1989). 
What distinguishes these definitions or concepts are the different emphases given to 
material, spatio-temporal and cognitive aspects of globalization (Held & McGrew, 2000). 
The result from the different views in the literature, which can all be viewed as correct, is 
confusion and a lack of clarity for the companies who wish to prepare for the challenges of 
globalization. There is no single tool or model of analysis which tells US the driving forces 
in the economy (Adcroft & Willis, 2000). Therefore, and building on the academic and 
practical elements presented, the following definition has been adopted for this thesis, in 
order to begin at the broadest level on globalization before narrowing the focus on the 
effects on SMEs' strategy. 
Globalization refers to the process of increasing social and cultural inter-connectedness, 
political interdependence, and economic, financial and market integration, which is driven 
by advances in communication and transportation technologies, and trade liberalization 
(Eden & Lenway, 2001). At the company level, globalization should mean the ability of a 
corporation "to conduct business across borders in an open market, maximizing 
organizational benefits, without inflicting social damage or violating the rights of people 
from other cultures" (Ali, 2000; p. 8). To further develop the effects of globalization in 
terms of its significance for strategy formulation, we must now shift the focus of analysis 
away from the environment towards the firm itself and in particular the options available to 
formulating strategies for SMEs. This issue will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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3.5.2 Globalization and its Effects on SMEs 
The globalization of markets is an eminent reality (Okazaki et al.; 2010) and has changed 
the boundaries and nature of strategy, competition, and competitive advantage (Bartlett & 
Ghoshal, 1989; Porter, 1986; Prahalad & Hamel, 1994), and is therefore likely to have a 
significant impact on companies' strategies (Johnson & Turner, 2006; Makhija, 2003; 
White, 1986). The future international or global environment in which business will operate 
will be very different to the international environment of the past, because the forces of 
globalization will bring even faster and even more dynamic change (Adcroft & Willis, 
2000). The complexity arising from globalization is typically associated with two factors. 
First, as a company expands beyond its domestic markets, it is likely to encounter a greater 
diversity of cultures, customers, competitors, and regulations (Hofstede, 1980). Second, 
there are tremendous competitive pressures for international companies to extract synergies 
across product, geographic, and other markets (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989; Roth & 
O'Donnel,1996). 
In addition to the globalization of production, technological innovations, in particular the 
developments in recent years in communication, information processing, and transportation 
technologies, have also facilitated the globalization of markets, because advances in 
technology and communications have brought distant lands closer (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 
1989; Chan Kim & Mauborgne, 2005). The growing integration of the world economy into 
a single, huge marketplace is increasing the intensity of competition in a range of 
manufacturing and service industries (Hamel & Prahalad, 1985; Hill, 2009; Roth, 1996). 
Moreover, there are competitive pressures for companies to become more international 
(Prahalad & Hamel, 1994; Roth & O'Donnell, 1996) and, as companies do so, their survival 
increasingly becomes a function of their ability to cope with the high levels of complexity 
that derive from heterogeneous cultural, institutional, and competitive environments (Chan 
Kim & Mauborgne, 2005; Gomez-Mejia & Palich, 1997). 
Therefore, globalization has changed forever the arena of competition and market structures 
(Ali, 2000). The result is that in increasing numbers of industries there are transitional 
problems, e.g. supply exceeds demand (D'Aveni & Gunther, 1994). As trade barriers 
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between nations and regions are dismantled and as information on products and prices 
becomes instantly and globally available, niche markets and havens for monopoly continue 
to disappear (Ohmae, 1990). Globalization has resulted in several changes in business 
environments and presents both opportunities and threats (Eden & Lenway, 2001). While 
the former refers to increases in market potential, trade and investment potential, and 
resource accessibility, the latter refers to the increases in the number and level of 
competitors, and the level of uncertainty. Empirical evidence indicates that multinational 
companies do respond to industry globalization drivers, especially market and cost drivers, 
by adopting more global corporate strategies (Johanson & Vip, 1994). There is a great deal 
of literature available that deals with the impacts of globalization on large companies such 
as United Airlines, Toyota or Texas Instruments (Drucker, 1954; Eden & Lenway, 2001; 
Peters & Waterman, 2006; Porter, 1990; Vip, 1992). One of the most robust empirical 
findings of the literature of company survival in the globalized era, for example, is that 
large companies have higher survival probabilities than their smaller counterparts 
(Audretsch & Mahmood, 1994; Dunne et aI., 1989; Haveman, 1995; Mata & Portugal, 
1994). 
Although much has been published on the impact of globalization, very little empirical 
work has been done to test globalization effects (Clougherty, 2001; Giddens, 1991; Oxley 
& Schnietz, 2001; Thoumrungroje, 2007). Only a few researchers such as Asiedu and 
Freeman (2007), Clougherty (2001), Oxley and Schnietz (2001) and Thoumrungroje (2007), 
have conducted empirical studies and have examined the impacts of globalization. While 
Clougherty's (2001) study is related to industry-level variables (Le. domestic competition 
policy in the airline industry over the 1983 - 1992 period), the study conducted by 
Thoumrungroje (2007), for example, investigates how globalization affects company 
performance in the electronics and chemical industries in the V.S. and Thailand. Many of 
these studies used trade-related variables as measures of globalization, or focused on the 
within-industry effect of globalization, Le. the extent to which globalization in the industry 
in which a firm operates affects the firm's performance. Asiedu and Freeman (2007), for 
example, extend the literature on the examination of the within-region effect of 
globalization, i.e. the extent to which the level of globalization in the region in which a firm 
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operates affects its performance. All these studies helped to give an overview of the 
benefits of globalization and how this changed the strategy of large companies, mainly in 
the U.S., but they ignored smaller companies that do not have the organizational or 
technological capabilities to take advantage of ongoing economic liberalization (Eden & 
Lenway, 2001). Additionally, the research was limited to a few major industries affected by 
globalization and, furthermore, focused on globalization-performance relationships (Oxley 
& Schnietz, 2001). These studies (Clougherty, 2001; Oxley & Schnietz, 2001; Pearce et al.; 
1987; Thoumrungroje, 2007) and the literature (Drucker, 1954; Eden & Lenway, 2001; 
Levitt, 1983; Peters & Waterman, 2006; Porter, 1990; Yip, 1992) suggest that, first, 
environmental conditions have an influence on strategy making and, second, that 
globalization is a multi-faceted construct or a double-edged sword, given greater global 
market opportunities but also a higher number of threats. 
Despite the many contradictions in the literature on globalization and their effects, one 
thing is certain: Developments in information technology, the removal of trade and 
investment barriers, and the deregulation of trade and investment policies have provided 
companies seeking international markets with tremendous opportunities (Knight, 2000; 
Kotler et al., 2009). For instance, Eden & Lenway (2001) argue that the intern et reduced 
costs for communication and information in the same way that the railroad and the 
automobile reduced transportation costs at the end of the 1800s. Such developments have 
led to changes that are excellent evidence of increasing opportunities driven by 
globalization and offer companies opportunities to revitalize and continue growing (Ali, 
2000; Scully & Fawcett, 1994), to access new markets to lower costs by relocating their 
operations and exploiting cheap resources around the world (Czuchry & Yasin, 2001), to 
outsource their production in various locations to lower their costs (Chimerine, 1997), and 
to achieve more efficient market transactions (Peterson et al., 2002). Furthermore, the 
increasing cost of R&D can be shared with strategic alliances, and the better developed the 
strategic alliance, the better prepared the firm is to embark on further international 
expansion or use strategic alliances in order to cope with larger or more powerful 
competitors (Solberg, 1996). For example, a variety of Indian companies have become very 
important settings for the outsourcing of various kinds of work (BDG, 2009). A large 
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volume of cross-border flows of trade, investment, and technology during the 1990s and 
early 2000s is a good example of further increasing opportunities (Thoumrungroje, 2007). 
In summary, global market opportunities can be defined as increases in market potential, 
trade and investment potential and resource accessibility from globalization (Contractor & 
Lorange, 1988; Jones, 2002, Levitt, 1983; Oxley & Schnietz, 2001). 
On the other hand, the globalization of an industry also poses significant threats; trade 
liberalization and technological developments intensify competition in a company's 
domestic market (Knight, 2000; Wiersema & Bowen, 2007), and thus intensify the 
competitive atmosphere for companies in the global marketplace (D' Aveni, 1994; Hafsi, 
2002; Porter, 1980) and make a company's competitive advantage very time-sensitive 
(Harvey et al., 2002). In the foundry sector, for example, today's technical buyers, now 
more than ever, are in control of the buying process and access the internet with extensive 
resources for design, materials and manufacturing engineers, purchasing agents, and others 
looking for new suppliers (Soto, 2008). Moreover, companies must achieve global scale or 
scope economies to effectively compete with other global players (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 
1989), because one of the key trends in the production sector is the rapid fall in the cost of 
production (Ohrnae, 2007). We can expect this to continue and make ever-more complex 
technology available for low-cost countries. Furthermore, customers in the global 
marketplace can gather information more easily, faster, and at a lower cost (Oxley & 
Schnietz, 2001; Porter, 1980). In the next decade more than five billion people will become 
connected (Gratton, 2011). Thus, this has led to an increasingly complex working and 
business environment and a hypercompetitive situation (Beard & Dess, 1981; Ohmae, 
2007). Global market uncertainty refers to the fact that companies are faced with increasing 
difficulties in planning and making decisions, because consumers can shift between 
producers very quickly, thus making demand less predictable (Hitt et al., 1998). For 
example, the measurement items for globalization in the aforementioned study by Oxley & 
Schnietz (2001) were rated on a seven-point Likert scale, with scale items anchored by 
"strongly disagree" (1) to "strongly agree" (7). In summary, global market threats can be 
categorized into higher competitive threats on the one hand, and global market uncertainty 
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on the other hand (Contractor & Lorange, 1988; Jones, 2002; Levitt, 1983; Oxley & 
Schnietz, 2001). 
Thus, the aforementioned trends have brought about two key effects of globalization, 
namely globalization opportunities and globalization threats. Figure 3.4 provides a good 
overview about the main effects. These opportunities and threats are two dimensions of the 
macro environment emphasized in this thesis. Both major effects of globalization, namely 
threats and opportunities, eventually lead to adjustments in the business and strategy 
opportunities of companies around the world (Ali, 2000; Duanmu & Geppert, 2008; Knight, 
2000; Ohmae, 1993; Terziovski, 2010) and, therefore, have an effect on strategy 
formulation. Oxley & Schnietz (2001) further argue that the major effects of globalization 
can also be regarded as forces, which affect organizational outputs, i.e. firm performance. 
However, Buckley and Ghauri (2004) suggest, for example, that the impact of industry 
globalization on the strategies of companies represents the central unanswered question for 
international business researchers. Therefore, the classification of its effects into different 
dimensions and the study of their impact on firms will prove to be worthwhile (Oxley & 
Schnietz, 2001). To further develop these points we must now shift the focus of analysis 
towards the SME itself, and in particular the globalization effects available to management. 
Thus, the next chapter will discuss the implications of globalization on strategy formulation. 
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Figure 3.4: Effects of Globalization 
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3.6.1 Implications of Globalization for Strategy Approaches 
Since the 1950s, globalization has exerted an ever-increasing influence on competitive 
strategy (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989; Porter, 1986, 2008; Prahalad & Hamel , 1994) and has 
made strategy decisions ever more important to survival, growth, and profitability 
(Katsikeas et aI., 2006). The increased volatility of the business environment makes 
systematic strategic planning more difficult. Rapid changes require, therefore, strategies 
that are flexible and creative (Grant, 2003). The fit between the finn and its strategy is 
central to strategic management (White, 1986), but despite a glut of infonnation, strategists 
today face more uncertainty than ever before (Winkelen & McKenzie, 2009). In the era of 
globalization, strategy becomes more complex and more important than ever. Grant (2003) 
reports that finns have responded to the environment in temlS of industry uncertainty. Thus, 
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such environmental conditions place intense demands on firms to actively interpret 
opportunities and threats when making key decisions (Dess et aI., 1997; Khandwalla, 1987). 
But much of the early research about strategies in SME dealt often only with the debate 
over whether the companies should avoid direct competition with large firms and pursue 
niche strategies (Broom & Longenecker, 1971; Cohn & Lindberg, 1974; Covin & Slevin, 
1989) or, if they could risk an aggressive, proactive assault and compete on a broad front 
(Cooper et aI., 1986; MacMillan & Day, 1987; Miller & Camp, 1985). Although the 
literature from both perspectives provides useful insights, there is either insufficient 
information for comparing specific attributes of the various strategies, or as McDougaIl and 
Robinson (1990) stress, the measurement of strategy in these studies is quite general. 
Within the ongoing process of globalization, in particular the changes in competitive 
conditions facing firms as markets and industries globalize, there are significant economic 
phenomena which can be expected to induce changes in strategy (Wiersema, 2008). 
Successful companies are using entirely new approaches to tap new opportunities in the 
globalized world and overcome the challenges to growth (IBM, 2010). 
Before examining the implications of globalization for strategy formulation, we have to be 
aware that SMEs have strategic predispositions towards doing things in a particular way. 
The question of how SMEs strive to manage and cope with the complexities arising from 
the globalization of their operations remains one of the most pressing issues in the fields of 
international and strategic management (Chan Kim & Mauborgne, 2005; Knight, 2000). 
Restoring or maintaining competitiveness will be of primary concern to companies in the 
21 st century (Ali, 2000; Porter, 1990), because globalization is likely to pose numerous 
challenges, and may well make the business milieu substantially more hostile for SMEs 
(OECD, 2003). The current literature suggests that SMEs may be differentiated from larger 
companies by a number of key characteristics (Damanpour, 1992; Fuchs et aI., 2000; 
Hudson et aI., 2001) (Table 3.3). 
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Table 3.3: Key Differences between Small and Large Companies 
Dimension SME Large Company Source 
Organization Flat, flexible structures; Procedural; high Curran & Blackbum 
Informal, dynamic structures communication in writing (200 I); Storey & 
Greene (20 I 0) 
Strategy Flexible; Reactive, fire- Formalized structures; heavy Man et al. (2002); 
fighting mentality; owner investment in people, plant Rangone (1999); 
observes closely what is and research; seek to exploit Jennings & Beaver 
going on its price advantages (1997) 
Market Responsive to the customer Heavy investment to achieve Honjo (2000); Hart & 
in niche markets; Reliance scale economies; provide a Oulton (1996); 
on a small number of more comprehensive service; Damanpour (1992) 
customers; development of market power 
new markets 
Resources Severe resource limitations Heavy investment in Ang (1991); Fuchs et 
in terms of management and resources; wide choice of al. (2000); Rangone 
manpower, as well as sources of finance (1999) 
finance 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
SMEs in the manufacturing sectors develop competitive advantage through their employees' 
creative potential to develop differentiated products for niche markets (Damanpour, 1992; 
Fuchs et aI., 2000). Large manufacturing companies, however, develop competitive 
advantage based on cost efficiencies gained through formalized structures and systems 
(Benner & Tushman, 2003; Bessant & Tidd, 2007; Porter, 1990). Strategy management in 
SMEs does not reflect an exhaustive strategic analysis, but rather a leadership and customer 
driven, opportunistic, external market oriented approach which is channelled through both 
an emergent and deliberated set of activities (Wiltbank et aI., 2006). Even SMEs recognize 
that the competition for market share is global, and that participating in the global economy 
is no longer a choice but a necessity (Ali, 2000; Carter et aI., 1994; Knight, 2000). SMEs 
are also confronted with increased competition from cheaper manufactured products from 
such countries as China and India (Bessant & Tipp, 2007), and are consequently struggling 
to develop appropriate strategies for competing with them (Terziovski, 2010). Therefore, 
globalization also exposes SMEs to numerous strategic and organizational challenges 
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emanating from a dramatic increase in diversity, complexity, and uncertainty - external as 
well as internal to the firm. If managers successfully address these challenges, this leads to 
superior economic performance, often termed competitive advantage (Porter, 1980). 
Table 3.3 shows, for example, that SMEs are different from large companies with regard to 
their more informal strategies, which are largely driven by their chief executive officers 
(CEO) and have a more flexible structure (Hudson et aI., 2001; O'Regan et. aI., 2005). 
Flexible structures are a significant source of SMEs' competitive advantage over large 
companies (Qian & Li, 2003). As the future is unknown and unpredictable, SMEs grasp 
unforeseen opportunities as they emerge (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). However, the literature 
on the relationship between globalization and the formulation of strategy in SMEs is 
inconsistent (Terziovski, 2010). For example, despite the intense debate on the merits of 
strategic planning and continued interest in the strategic decision processes with SMEs, we 
know little about the formal systems by means of which these companies formulate their 
strategic plans. Only a few case studies have centred on the design versus process debate, 
but the validity of the findings is often questioned (e.g. Mintzberg et aI., 1996) and data 
was only provided from the large and most complex companies (e.g. Grant, 2003). 
Fundamentally, the effectiveness of the strategic decision-making process determines 
whether companies are able to change and adapt to their environment and ultimately 
whether they are successful or fail (Schendel, 1996). Therefore, Ali (2000) argues that 
factors such as environment and globalization have a tremendous influence on the company 
structure, but he only focuses on the structure of large companies (e.g. GM, British 
Telecommunications, Tokyo Electric Power) and does not discuss the influence on how the 
planning has been executed. 
In the literature (e.g. Eisenhardt and Brown, 1998; Galbraith and Schendel, 1983; Lamberg 
et al.; 2009) the rate and the nature of change in the environment has to be consistent with 
the firm. For example, in a business environment that does not change, or changes only 
very incrementally, firms may be successful by continuously flowing a constant trajectory 
of action. In a dynamic environment, however, the above approach to consistency is much 
more difficult to follow (John son, 1988) and firms may have difficulty in interpreting the 
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current fast changing environment (Teece et aI., 1997), which is therefore likely to have a 
significant impact on companies' strategies (Johnson & Turner, 2006; Makhija, 2003; 
White, 1986). This is in line with Worthington (2008), who argues that firms have to 
consider the environment in which they are operating and, wherever possible, to anticipate 
changes that can affect their position. Lasserre (2007) also argue that if SMEs are 
competing in sectors that are confronted with global competition and new market 
opportunities are located outside their national boundaries they have to consider these in 
their strategies. 
One of the most popular explanations of the strategy formulation approach is Mintzberg 
and Waters text, Of Strategies, Deliberate and Emergent (1985). This text provided the 
executive summary for an environment that is complex and unpredictable. The Mintzberg 
and Waters' explanation focuses attention on the fact that strategy cannot be set 
deliberately, because it is allowed to emerge. This is explained as an umbrella approach, in 
the sense that the central leadership intentionally creates the conditions under which 
strategies emerge. A more recent approach to strategy formulation has come, for example, 
from Cho and Hambrick (2006), which suggests that attention focusing on the environment 
is important and will influence the likelihood that any given environmental event will make 
in onto the firm's strategic agenda. There are a number of significant points to draw from 
this suggestion. For example, whilst in the past competition was viewed in terms of one 
German foundry versus another German foundry, or one European foundry versus another 
European foundry. In the global economy, however, an equally important dimension of 
competition will be between one German foundry versus another foundry from Eastern 
Europe, India or China. Furthermore, the literature on globalization suggests that, for 
example, the markets of the future will be characterized by high velocity industries, rapid 
and unpredictable changes in product and process technologies, and competitors' strategic 
actions that make it even more difficult to formulate strategies (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997; 
Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). These and other studies (e.g. Armstrong, 1982; Pearce et aI., 
1987) suggest that environmental conditions have an influence on organizational actions, 
including the extent to which organizations engage in strategy making (De ss et aI., 1997; 
Hopkins et aI., 1997). For example, the studies by Miller and Friesen (1993) and Pearce et 
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al. (1987), all suggest that there is an effect of the environment on strategy. Broadly these 
findings suggest that planning can guide firms to successfully reposition for the future even 
in uncertain situations. The key arguments of the authors of these ideas make one key 
argument for planning under uncertainty, namely that systematic planning represents the 
best method to respond to the environment (Wiltbank et aI., 2006). 
The foundries in Germany are also confronted with increased competition from cheaper 
countries such as China and India, and are consequently struggling to develop appropriate 
strategies to compete with them. Therefore, the increased participation of the foundries in 
the international marketplace can be seen as an important part of globalization. The 
environment of the foundries in Germany is also fast changing and unpredictable (Perlitz, 
2008), and therefore I expect that the companies will limit their strategic planning to a few 
principles and guidelines; the rest must emerge as circumstances unfold. However, little 
empirical evidence currently exists which describes current strategy practices in SMEs or 
which evaluates the appropriateness of strategy formulation within this context. The 
majority of the studies are more focused on SME performance and have a tendency to focus 
on either the symptoms resulting from problems within the company or upon the reasons 
cited for failure (Qian & Li, 2003). Despite the fact that generic skills and abilities are 
requisite, the strategy management process in SMEs is unique and cannot be considered to 
be the same as professional management in larger companies merely practised on a reduced 
scale (Jennings & Beaver, 1997). However, it has been pointed out that the strategic 
awareness of SME managers is the critical determinant of the company's survival and 
achievements in the long term. Furthermore, there is a need for more research in order to 
verify the moderating role of environmental uncertainty (Elbanna & Child, 2007). because 
the impact of, for example, environmental hostility probably represents an even greater 
threat to SMEs due to their limited resource bases (Analoui & Karami, 2003; Covin & 
Slevin, 1989). This thesis fills a gap in the literature, because the challenge of making 
strategy when the future is unknowable has encouraged the reconsideration of the strategy 
formulation. While strategy formulation appears to differ among countries and there is little 
evidence of universal ism, research on this topic is quite limited outside the U.S. and the 
United Kingdom (Elbanna & Child, 2007). 
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3.6.2 Implications of Globalization on the Conditions of Strategy 
Chapter 3.5 outlined that globalization creates conditions of rapid change, all the changes 
from the cyber revolution to trade liberalization, worldwide homogenization of consumer 
goods and services, and export orientated growth. Globalization of an industry provides, as 
discussed, opportunities for an expansion of both sales and profit, but it also poses 
significant threats (Clougherty, 2001; Giddens; 1991; Ohmae, 1993; Oxley & Schnietz, 
2001; Waters, 2001). Such environmental conditions place intense demands on firms to 
actively interpret opportunities and threats when formulating strategies. Furthermore, 
section 3.4 drew on the debate about whether strategy formulation should be externally 
orientated, starting with the environment, or internally orientated, starting with the firm's 
own skills and resources. Strategy formulation has been discussed as being a blend of 
resource-orientation and market-orientation. The crucial next stage, therefore, is to draw 
from the globalization model (figure 3.4) and discuss the implications of globalization on 
the conditions of strategy. 
A general review of the available literature on the effects of globalization on strategy 
formulation generates one broad theme: the ongoing process of globalization impacts a 
firm's strategy (e.g. Grant, 2005; Wiersema & Bowen, 2008). What this implies is that 
firms must consider the number, diversity, and distribution of elements in their 
environment when formulating strategy (Aldrich, 1979). Bird (1991) maintains the theme 
of the obvious by offering a guideline to strategy formulation: Bird's contention is, for 
example, that a higher competitor situation encourages more intensive strategic planning. 
On a similar theme, Adroft and Willis (2010), Keats and Hitt (1988), and Romanelli and 
Tushman (1986) argue that one of the main consequences of globalization is a significant 
shift in the nature of competition. The explanation of Covin and Slevin (1989) and Zahra 
and Covin (1995) guides this research and focuses on one related component of strategy 
formulation: firms which competed in hostile environment and adopted an entrepreneurial 
posture enjoyed superior performance. The works by Hofer (1975), Utterback (1979), 
Rumelt (1974), and Paine and Anderson (1977) have all supported the contention that firms 
must find a match between environment and strategy. 
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Uncertainty is more than ever a predominant characteristic of our modem world and 
especially poses considerable challenges to firms. The relationship between a firm and its 
environment can be found in a number of debates and themes. Furthermore, empirical 
evidence also indicates that companies do respond to industry globalization drivers, 
especially market and cost drivers, by adopting more global strategies (Johansson & Yip, 
1994). For example, Clougherty (2001), Ohmae, (1993), and Oxley and Schnietz (2001), 
argue that firms face the challenge of pursuing appropriate response strategies to 
uncertainty in order to effectively cope with it. On a similar theme, Atkinson (1984) and 
Grant (2003) argue that the firm has to respond to a number of environmental influences 
such as uncertainty. Sanders and Carpenter (1998) maintain the theme by offering two 
guidelines to strategy formulation: First, as a firm expands beyond its domestic markets, it 
is likely to enact a greater diversity of cultures, customers, competitors, and regulations. 
Second, there are tremendous competitive pressures for international firms. Finally, 
Sanders and Carpenter argue that the survival of the firms becomes a function of their 
ability to cope with the level of uncertainty and the need to coordinate and integrate their 
resources. Thus, for Sanders and Carpenter, information about foreign markets is crucial for 
strategy formulation. The advice offered by Welch & Welch (2001) and Lenz and 
Engledow (1986) is equally obvious. They all suggest that environment is of primary 
importance to strategy formulation. 
Grant (2008) explains the implication of the environment on strategy through worldwide 
customer preferences: In a world where customer preferences are "volatile and the identity 
of customers and technologies for serving them are changing" (p. 125), a market based 
strategy may not "provide the stability and consistency of direction needed to guide over 
the long term" (p. 125). This in turn views the RBV to be more important. The greater the 
rate of change in a firm's external environment, the more likely it is that internal resources 
and capabilities will provide a secure foundation for long-term strategy. Miller et al. (1988) 
developed this further and raised also one important issue: namely the importance of the 
environment and entrepreneurial activities. They found that environmental uncertainty, for 
example, was positively associated with strategic product innovation. The RBV is stressing 
the importance of capabilities and resources in determining sustainable competitive 
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advantage. Thus, in dynamic environments firms must create, innovate and develop their 
capabilities constantly and be able to detect and seize opportunities as they present 
themselves. 
Indeed, while the broad concept is relatively simple to define, the specific effects of 
globalization on SMEs' strategy are more complex. Knight (2000), and Porter (1980, 1985) 
point out that market-orientated firms respond to their environment and pursue emergent 
market opportunities. Vertinsky (1984) argues that the complexity of the external 
environment must be taken into consideration by the firm in a strategy-making situation. 
On a similar theme, Adcroft and Willis (20 I 0) argue that for success in the global economy 
the key is delivering value to the customers. Thus, internationally active SMEs are strongly 
affected by globalization. This was reinforced by Miles and Snow (1978), Porter (1990), 
and Szymanski et at. (1993), who argue that firms under globalization need to develop or 
tailor products to suit the demands of foreign niche markets. Khandwalla (1987), for 
example, found that firms competing in high-tech or dynamic environments successfully 
coped with these difficult conditions through proactive strategies. Knight (2000) and Dess 
et al. (1997) put forward this argument and point out that an uncertain and multifaceted 
environment has to be included in strategy formulation. Furthermore they argue that being 
responsive to globalization is particularly important for SMEs. On a similar theme, Merz 
and Sauber (1995) argue that of critical importance to the survival and continued growth of 
SMEs is the degree of environmental turbulence. Because of their size, SMEs are presumed 
to be rather sensitive to changes in their operating environments. Merz and Sauber conclude 
that these SMEs characteristically influence the strategy, and, as a counterpoint, firms are at 
least engaged in the collection and evaluation of external (i.e. market and industry) and 
internal (i.e. cost and operating efficiency) information. Terziovski (2010) highlights that 
SMEs in the manufacturing sector are confronted with increased foreign competition from 
cheaper countries, and are consequently struggling to develop appropriate strategies to 
compete with them. This gives rise to a theoretical tension between the environment and 
strategy formulation. 
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If strategic management is all about managing to achieve outstanding success, then the 
essential task of strategy is to identify the sources of superior business performance and to 
formulate and implement a strategy that exploits these sources of superior performance 
(Grant, 2008). Chakravarthy and Permutter (1985), and Bloodgood et al. (1996) draw our 
attention to the fact that strategy is especially important in international ventures, where the 
business environment can be considerably more complex than at home. In the same vein, 
Miller (1988) and Dess et al. (1997) found that the match between the appropriate strategy 
and environmental conditions was most strongly associated with higher performance. 
The foundry business in Germany is faced with a high level of import competition (BDG, 
2009). SMEs in the foundry sector are - as has been noted - also confronted with increased 
competition from cheaper manufactured products from Eastern-Europe, China or India. 
Therefore, it is likely that the foundries will face a more intense competitive environment 
as companies vie for resources and competitive position (Porter, 1980), because, first, the 
foundry may see limited prospects for growth within its domestic market and, second, if 
foreign-based rivals enjoy location-based advantages (e.g. lower costs), the foundry may 
choose to counter such advantages by undertaking production abroad (e.g. in lower labour 
cost regions). I would expect that the higher the level of foreign competition in a foundry's 
core business, the larger will be the effect of industry globalization in formulating strategy 
accordingly. 
3.6.3 Implications of Globalization for the Mechanisms of Strategy 
One of the outcomes of the literature review was, first, that globalization can be seen as a 
multi-faceted construct or a double-edged sword, given that it leads to greater global market 
opportunities but also a higher number of threats (Clougherty, 2001; Oxley & Schnietz, 
2001; Peters & Waterman, 2006; Porter, 1990; Thoumrungroje, 2007; Yip, 1992), and, 
second, that globalization has driven both large and small to medium sized companies to 
the same competitive arena (Fraser & Oppenheim, 1997). The importance of the increase of 
globalization on the mechanisms of strategy was further explored by Fraser and Oppenheim 
(1997) who discussed that globalization is creating a new competitive environment in 
which competing only with one's own resources has meant abandoning market 
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opportunities and resources available from others. Grant (2008) suggested that the 
development of global markets offers SMEs new opportunities by enabling them to expand 
their business opportunities across borders, although they often face difficulties in reaching 
international markets. 
Hofmann and Schlosser (2001) draw intention to the fact that SMEs are characterized by 
tight resources, which puts them in particular jeopardy due to increasing globalization. 
Knight (2000) also discussed this issue and explained that compared to resource-rich large 
companies, the complexities of operating under globalization are considerably more 
onerous for SMEs. Dess et al. (1997) explored this issue in terms of small companies and 
concluded that especially for SMEs it is difficult to compete head-to-head with larger rivals 
at home and abroad based on their lack of resources. On the other hand, Lisk (1997) argued, 
for instance, that trade liberalization poses an enormous challenge for SMEs to respond to 
trade expansion opportunities, and that there is the need for SMEs to be highly competitive 
in both domestic and global markets. Wiersema and Bowen (2008) developed this further 
and raised two important issues: first, the effect of the company's core business industry 
becoming more global, and second, international expansion is more likely to become a 
strategic priority of the company. 
In order to match the growing demand for innovation from customers, suppliers, etc. with 
the worldwide supply of technology, large companies are increasingly adopting link ups 
with people, institutions (universities, government agencies, etc.) and other companies in 
different countries to solve problems and tap into new ideas (OECD, 2008). Hitt (2000) 
points out that alliances improve the competitive position by sharing resources. Fischer et al. 
(2004) see alliances as most important in the globalized world and argue that firms that do 
not realign their strategies with the new environmental realities which result from the 
hostile environment can face performance declines that threaten their long-term viability. 
Saffu and Mamman (2000) postulate that in an era of globalization with its concomitant 
competition, cooperative strategies are becoming an increasingly essential ingredient in the 
success of business. Companies that have been innovative and adaptive in meeting the 
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globalization challenge employ vanous strategic approaches, such as alliances, 
collaborative relationships or mergers and acquisitions (Ali, 2000). 
In the broad discourse on alliances and SMEs in literature, the relationship between 
alliances on the one hand, and strategy formulation in SMEs on the other hand can be found 
in a number of debates and themes: for instance, Parkhe (2009) argues that companies 
competing in this environment often find that they do not possess the wherewithal to "go it 
alone" (p. 70). Hitt et al. (2004), and Street and Cameron (2007) view alliances as a means 
to responding to increasing uncertainty. This view is echoed in MinshaIl (1999) who 
describes how for firms operating within conditions of high uncertainty driven by emerging 
technologies, alliances provide a means of tackling complex business opportunities that 
would otherwise be impossible, impractical or undesirable for them to manage alone. 
Hennart (2009) furthers this argument and sums up that the increasing global environment 
creates the need for the firms to be present in all main world markets, and argues that, for 
example, local distribution networks are a means of entering a maximum number of 
markets with minimum investment. 
In accordance with the strategic network perspective (Gulati, 1998), alliances or 
collaborations with foreign partners are an effective mechanism to access resources, 
knowledge of the relevant markets, and complementary assets that are useful for the further 
development of the company (Colombo et aI., 2009). These alliances allow SMEs to take 
advantage of partners' business contacts to establish business relations with third parties 
not otherwise accessible to the start up. From this perspective, international alliances, i.e. 
alliances with partners located in foreign countries, play an especially important role in the 
foundry business (Perlitz, 2008). Jones (2002) took this one step further and discussed, for 
instance, that one possibility for companies is that they respond to the dramatic changes 
caused by globalization by forming strategic alliances. Baum and Oliver (1991) suggested 
that among these various forms of business restructuring designed to manage globalization 
effects, the building of alliances is considered the most striking business trend. Das and 
Teng (2000) drew similar conclusions and suggested that one solution to solve the dilemma 
between a limited in-house resource base and a growing need for various resources is to 
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build alliances with partners who possess the resources required. Coral (2009) and Cravens 
and Piercy (1994), draw our attention to the fact that SMEs do not have to bear the entire 
burden of developing new technologies, finding new markets, training skilled workers, or 
raising capital in alliances. This was reinforced by Gulati (1998) and Ireland et al. (2002), 
who all argue that this situation is especially relevant for smaller firms with a limited in-
house pool of resources and, thus, alliances are becoming an important part of SMEs 
strategies. 
For example, Eisenhardt and Brown (1999) reported that the new environment and the 
globalization of business has led to the emergence of new organizational forms such as 
networks or alliances. On a similar theme, Perry and Pyatt (1995), Rowbotham (1991), and 
Styles (1995) suggest that alliances are key components of successful SME competitiveness. 
Beckman et al. (2004) and Podolny (1994), are all of the view that uncertainty motivates 
alliance formation. Lu & Beamish (2001) furthered this and argued that a key strategy for 
overcoming the resource limitations that frequently constrain an SME's expansion is the 
use of alliances with companies that have local knowledge. For some SMEs, alliances are 
critical to gaining benefits such as access to critical resources, obtaining necessary 
legitimacy, and learning about current benchmarks as well as about future opportunities 
(Arend, 2009; Burgers et aI., 1993; Golden & Dollinger, 1993; Parise & Casher, 2003). 
Thus, the decisions through alliance activity in order to improve the competitive position of 
SMEs is most important for SMEs (Baum & Oliver, 1991). For example, marketing 
alliances are considered a specific type of strategic alliance where the focus is on creating a 
competitive advantage in specific product markets by pooling the resources and capabilities 
of companies at the same stage of the value chain (Bucklin & Sengupta, 1993). The scope 
of marketing alliances is limited to marketing activities such as customer service, marketing, 
and distribution (Hoskisson et aI., 2004). Wehster (1992) sees an increasing trend towards 
more marketing cooperation among competitors in response to globalization. Gulati et al. 
(2009), and Lorenzoni and Lipparini (1999), all view different resources as important for 
the relationship between the company and the marketing alliance. Anand and Khanna 
(2002) argue that the complementary strengths are useful for a relationship. The issue of 
separate abilities and their combination in alliances to achieve goals beyond the individual 
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goals are important for Merchant and SchendeI (2000). 
This is exemplified by the fact that global mergers and acquisitions were valued at USD 3.6 
trillion in 2006 (Makri et aI., 2010). The growth rate ofalIiance activity, especially based in 
the SMEs' favoured industries, has been estimated at 20 - 25 per cent per year over the last 
two decades (Narula, 2004; Parise & Casher, 2003). The traditional reason for cross-border 
alliances and joint ventures was the desire by multinational companies to access the market 
knowledge and distribution capabilities of a local company, together with the desire by 
local companies to access the technology, brands, and product development of the 
multinationals (Grant, 2008). How companies deal with one another is strongly influenced 
by what they hope to achieve (Preece, 1995). Multinational companies, for example, have 
increasingly shifted R&D activities across borders within their global value chain and rely 
on outside innovation for new products and processes (DECD, 2008). 
The explanation of Ireland et al. (2002), and Dyer and Singh (1998), and Gulati (1998), 
guides this research and focuses on three important components: globalization has made the 
proliferation of alliances or collaborations far more important, alliances or collaborations 
are becoming an important part of company strategies, and alliances or collaborations are 
becoming an integral part of a company's strategy to achieve better customer satisfaction 
and sustainable competitive advantage. For instance, Ohmae (1990) shows that it has 
become difficult for companies to stay competitive in this era without allying themselves 
with other companies. As a result, there has been an increasing trend towards more 
cooperation among small finns (Schreiner et aI., 2009). Investment in R&D is, for example, 
a crucial factor in the foundry industry to stay competitive (DECD, 20 I 0; Perlitz, 2008). 
Companies therefore use different methods to source external knowledge. But as figure 3.5 
shows, large companies are four times more likely to collaborate in innovation than SMEs 
in Gennany (GECD, 2008). Nevertheless it should be kept in mind that the data only 
reveals the existence of some sort of collaboration, not its type or intensity. 
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Figure 3.5: Companies Collaborating in Innovation Activities in Germany in 2004 
- SMEs versus Larger Companies (in %), 
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However, most major perspectives attempt to underline the advantages and disadvantages 
of being engaged, but very few researchers provide information about the factors that play 
an important role in strategy formulation from the perspective of SMEs. Therefore, I extend 
this line of investigation by focusing on a firm's alliance activities and their strategy 
formulation and provide a framework to ascertain whether strategy formulation is based on 
RBV and/or MBV, and analyse how these factors impact the level of alliances. The 
significant effect of resource-based and/or market-based reasoning to understand the level 
of alliances or collaborations among SMEs has been increasingly studied in different areas. 
For example, Das and Teng (2000) adopted the RBV to better understand the characteristics 
of the partners that firms choose to ally with. Hitt et a1. (2000), for instance, found support 
for resource-based reasoning and argued that, specially developed market firms sought 
partners with complementary resource endowments. A resource-based reasoning is also 
summed up by Park et a1. (2004) who argue that forming alliances can significantly change 
the pool of available resources. Thus, foreign partners can offer SMEs unique opportunities 
that domestic partners are unable to provide (Lavie & Miller, 2008). Along the same lines, 
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Henderson and Cockbum (1994) showed that the ability to access new knowledge outside 
organizational boundaries is a particularly important source of enduring competitive 
advantage in R&D productivity. Empirical studies have largely confirmed this assertion. 
For example, learning from partners is found to represent a primary motivation for firms to 
enter alliances (Glaister & Buckley, 1996; Hitt et aI., 2000). However, recent studies are 
beginning to challenge this view, and provide some evidence that such a strong association 
does not necessarily exist (e.g. Diaz et aI., 2010; Ostgaard & Birley, 1994). For example, 
Ostgaard and Birley (1994), found that between a firm's alliance activities and their 
strategy, the variables customer, market information and competitor information are 
essential. Diaz et al. (2010) viewed a clear trend to prefer alliances related to market issue 
and that the resources access view showed an important decrease. Park et al. (2004) drew 
heavily on marketing alliances to improve customization more easily. This is in line with 
Knight (2000), who concluded that given the turbulence posed by globalization, it is 
expected that SMEs with a market orientation will fare better than SMEs lacking such an 
orientation. 
Although the above theories provide valuable explanations for the level of alliances they 
are often treated separately or as mutually exclusive views without much interaction. 
However, there is little theory focused on SMEs' use of alliances, whether alliance activity 
is based on a careful strategy formulation, and little empirical testing of such relationships 
(Quayle, 2002). For example, Stuart (2000) concluded that both from a resource access and 
reputation standpoint, large and innovative companies are likely to be the most valuable 
associates. Another limitation of the current knowledge is that most of the data is based on 
surveys in the U.S. (e.g. computer, steel, pharmaceuticals, crude petroleum, natural gas) 
(Lin et aI., 2009). Applying the results to the foundry sector in Germany may not be 
prudent (Rend, 2006). While the question of whether the RBV or the MBV is more 
important for the level of alliances, I depart from this discussion and suggest as an 
alternative argument to use both approaches to actually open the "black box" between the 
level of alliances and strategy formulation. 
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3.7 Research Hypothesis Development 
This thesis aims to evaluate the effects of globalization on strategy formulation in the 
German foundry industry. This evaluation will be developed by investigating the 
globalization effects on strategy formulation. The wider literature on globalization and the 
role of strategy formulation is relevant here. This chapter describes and explains the 
hypotheses related to the effects of globalization on strategy formulation based on market-
orientation and resource-orientation. Another related emphasis is on how strategy 
formulation effects the level of alliances and performance. 
It was found in the previous chapters that there is a great deal of literature available that 
covers the effects of globalization on strategy making in large companies (e.g. Terziovski, 
2010; Hudson et aI., 2001), or deals with the debate over whether SMEs should avoid direct 
competition with large companies and pursue niche strategies (e.g. Broom & Longenecker, 
1971; Cohn & Lindberg, 1974), or largely focuses on performance implications (Wiersema 
& Bowen, 2008), or focuses primarily on strategy making (e.g. Hart & Banbury, 1994; 
Paladino, 2008). Many points of view have been put forward about strategy making in the 
literature, but no consensus has yet developed whether a company should adapt itself to its 
environment or attempt to influence its environment (Grant, 2008). This has led to a debate 
about whether strategy making should be externally orientated, starting with the 
environment, or internally orientated, starting with the organization's own skills and 
resources (John son et aI., 2008). 
With respect to strategic management, there are very different views on how managers 
should proceed and under what conditions a strategy should be market driven, internally 
driven (RBV versus MBV) (Barney, 1991; Caves & Porter, 1977; Gilbert, 1989; Narver & 
Slater, 1990; Peteraf, 1993), or a mixture of resource orientation and market orientation 
(Paladino, 2008). Furthermore, it was found that SMEs exhibit distinct characteristics that 
differentiate them from the majority of their larger counterparts (Knight, 2000; O'Regan et 
aI., 2010). These differences primarily relate to such defining SME characteristics as a 
reactive, fire-fighting mentality, resource limitations, informal strategies, and flexible 
structures (Hudson et aI. 2001). 
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Furthermore, in attempting to identify the variables relevant for the thesis, it was found 
through the literature that many researchers have focused on different dimensions of 
strategy making (Dess et aI., 1997; Whittington, 2001, 2006) and the research has mostly 
been based on normative or descriptive studies (e.g. Langley, 1990; Pettigrew, 1990; 
Rajagopalan et aI., 1997). Most existing strategy-making literature does not fully capture 
the complexity and variety of the globalized era. Strategy making is typically portrayed in 
'either/or' terms - either rational or incremental (e.g. Mintzberg, 2007), or separated into 
formulation and implementation activities (e.g. Porter, 1980), or separated into market 
orientation or resource orientation (e.g. Baker & Sinkula, 2005). The varying approaches 
have spawned a bewildering array of competing or overlapping conceptual models. Another 
finding was that the success of SMEs under globalization depends in large part on the 
formulation and implementation of strategy (Knight, 2000; O'Regan et aI., 2010). 
Although much of this research does highlight the potential importance of tailoring strategy 
making to the nature of the environment, most results are very tentative (e.g. Jauch et aI., 
1980) and - more important for this thesis - we are still unsure about how companies must 
go about finding the most successful match between strategy and environment (Miller & 
Friesen, 1983; Whittington, 2001; Wit & Meyer, 2010). A conceptualization that is capable 
of providing a framework for ongoing research is lacking, e.g. there is a dearth of research 
that simultaneously examines market orientation and resource orientation (Acedo et aI., 
2006; Mahoney & Pandian, 1992; Spanos et aI., 2004), but there has been little effort to 
integrate existing models such as RBV and MBV (Paladino, 2007, 2008). 
Faced with these different choices, for every manager the strategy making process starts 
with a fundamental strategic choice, namely which theoretical picture of strategy 
orientation fits best to the company's situation. The question could also been formulated in 
other ways: How can a manager know what the best way to create a strategy is? As 
competition becomes more complex and change is fast and unpredictable in the globalized 
era (Ohmae, 1990,2007), new paradigms and new data will be required to explain this new 
world. Thus, there is a lot to learn from breaking away from two of the most dominant 
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paradigms, and the isolated view ofRBV and MBV. Consequently, there is a current gap in 
the literature, and it will be interesting to learn more about the strategic situation of SMEs 
and how they formulate their strategies and cope with the complexities arising from 
globalization. Therefore, our understanding of strategy formulation can be improved 
through the integration of both perspectives. Viewing strategy formulation as an internal 
(RBV) and an external approach (MBV) will greatly enhance our understanding of strategy 
formulation in SMEs. Thus, the two approaches of RBV and MBV have been used together 
to evaluate and compare the effects of globalization on strategy formulation. 
Furthermore, it has been shown in the previous chapters too, that this research responds to a 
call for more research which investigates the opportunities and threats of globalization (e.g. 
Clougherty, 2001; Eden & Lenway, 2001; Thoumrungroje, 2007), and more research 
examining the effects of globalization on strategy formulation (Covin & Slevin, 1989; 
Knight, 2000). 
The literature has been examined to identify the right measures required to find the right 
questions to ask in the survey. Palladino (2008) and Grant (2008) state that the link 
between environmental variables as well as the relationship between the market-based view 
and the resource-based view offers much scope for research. Therefore, this research study 
will apply the theory of the resource-based view and the market-based view in order to 
understand how strategy making is executed in SMEs. Broadly, as discussed in the previous 
chapters, the conceptualization suggests that the opportunities and threats shape the internal 
and external factors in SMEs, which in turn affect the strategy making. Furthermore, a large 
number of measures of globalization effects are available in the literature. The measures of 
strategy making of the RBV, the MBV, and of globalization effects will be discussed in the 
next section. The conclusions are then the basis for the development of the research 
hypotheses. Each of the research hypotheses is explained in terms of which 
conc1usionlbasis it has been developed from the literature. 
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A vailable measures of strategy making by resource orientation 
For strategy making, the RBV helps managers differentiate between resources which might 
support a competitive advantage from other less valuable resources (Barney, 1991). Peteraf 
(1993) asserts that strategy making would also be enhanced by considering how imitable 
the resource is. The RBV is based on the argument that across all firms, those with a greater 
competitive capability, a rare, valuable, imperfectly imitable and non-substitutable set of 
resources, will prove more successful in the foundry industry. According to Barney (1991), 
if a resource or capability yields the potential to enable a company to reduce costs and/or 
respond to environmental opportunities and threats, it is valuable, and to the extent that a 
company is able to effectively deploy such a resource or capability, it will attain a 
competitive advantage. It then uses this resource base to exploit any opportunities or to 
neutralize any threats that arise in the external environment (Paladino, 2008). The literature 
is replete with examples of important company resources (table 3.4) (Makhija, 2003). 
Table 3.4: Examples given in the Literature for Resources 
Trade contracts, machinery, efficient procedures, capital, corporate Barney (1991) 
culture, firm's reputation among suppliers, international relations among Wernerfelt (1984) 
managers in a firm 
Sony's capacity to miniaturize, Phillip's optical-media expertise, Casio's Prahalad & Hamel (1990) 
ability to harmonize streams of technology 
Items of capital equipment, skills of individual employees, patents, Grant (1991) 
finance 
Innovation, reputation, entrepreneurial, technological, knowledge Newbert (2007) 
Core-capabilities Leonard-Barton (1992) 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
As shown in table 3.4, there is a variety of literature about resources and capabilities, but 
the question is where and how the capabilities emerge, and how they influence strategy 
making. Not all resources, however, are likely to be of equal importance in the strategy 
making process (Snoj et aI., 2007). A large body of literature has tried to shape our 
understanding of how companies' resources and capabilities lead to achieving competitive 
advantage (Wemerfeld, 1984; Peteraf, 1993). Yet, although the RBV has become a 
valuable perspective, it offers little help with regard to which resource deployment 
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strategies are likely to be effective (Gruber et aI., 2010; Sheehan & Foss, 2007). As a 
consequence, current theory is not sufficiently clear concerning how different kinds of 
company resources and capabilities contribute to achieving competitive advantage, nor on 
how firms' resources and capabilities should be considered with regard to strategy making. 
While one might be tempted to include a long list of resources and capabilities in a 
conceptual model, prior studies have warned that such a procedure can result in spurious 
variables (Homberg et aI., 2008). In order to understand the role of resources and 
capabilities in strategy making Paladino (2008) proposed to measure the resource 
orientation of a company with the RO scale. The RO scale assesses the extent to which a 
firm is oriented towards the development of valuable and unique resource bundles within 
the firm. The RO scale is composed of the three dimensions of synergy, uniqueness, and 
dynamism. These items are also important for Barney (1991) and Grant (2008). Synergy, 
uniqueness, and dynamism are measured in this survey indirectly with different items. 
Uniqueness 
The identification of resources by competitors is important for Grant (1991). While Peteraf 
(1993) argues that the resources should not be easily imitated by competitors, Prahalad and 
Hamel (1990) and Palladino (2008) are asking for the effort for another company to acquire 
the same resources. Barney (1991) argues that it should be almost impossible to use the 
combination of resources in another company. Gulati (1998) stresses the importance of 
monitoring key resources to determine if competitors would be able to replicate them. 
Another check is to look at whether the strategy is geared towards ensuring competitors 
would find it difficult to imitate the resource base (Majumdar, 1998). Newbert (2007) 
stresses that it could be useful to find out whether the competitors find it difficult to 
determine the resources that may lead to the success of another company. 
Synergy 
For Grant (2008) it is important to concentrate on key resources across departments and to 
ensure they lack a clearly identified owner. On a similar theme, Hansen (1999) and 
Szulanski (1996) argue on the issue of ensuring that the resources span (provide benefits to) 
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several departments. Burgelman (1994) highlights the aspect of ensuring that the resources 
span (provide benefits to) different levels within the company. 
Dynamism 
Eisenhardt and Martin (2000), drawing on the concept of dynamic capabilities, argue that in 
addition to the resources themselves, the organizational and strategic processes of firms are 
important because they facilitate the manipulation of resources into value-creating 
strategies. Following this, Pisane (1994) theoretically established the integration of 
resources to increase the efficiency and effectiveness in the companies. This was supported 
by Grant (2008), who discussed that the resources are the principle drivers used to develop 
strategies that enable the companies to achieve efficiency or effectiveness. Following 
Eisenhardt & Martin (2000), the companies have to ensure that their resources act as 
triggers for collective learning within the company. Sirmon et a1. (2007) address the issue 
that the companies have to ensure that their resources act as triggers for innovation within 
the company. SUIToca et a1. (2010) put forward the argument that the companies have to 
ensure their resources act as triggers for collaborative problem solving with stakeholders. 
Available measures of strategy making by market orientation 
A marked orientated company is driven by the need to provide customers with value. All 
employees should be motivated to provide customers with value and should be able to 
create and deliver procedures that provide value (Day, 1990). Customer value will only be 
created when a company is able to fully exploit and leverage its critical resources. This has 
implications also for resource orientation (Paladino, 2008). The term market orientation 
(MO) has been interpreted in various ways. Some authors use the term as a synonym for 
"customer orientation" (Shapiro, 1988) or for "marketing orientation" (Trustrum, 1989). 
Others have understood MO to be a "business philosophy" that promotes interfunctional 
coordination to optimize organizational performance (Granroos, 1989). At its core, market 
orientation places the highest priority on the profitable creation and maintenance of 
superior customer value, and thus endorses the classic tenet of staying close to the customer 
(Narver & Slater, 1998). There are two most frequently administered market orientation 
scales, both of which have three components (Baker & Sinkula, 2005). The Markor scale 
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(Kohli et aI., 1993) assesses the extent to which finns acquire, disseminate and respond to 
customer and market infonnation. The Narver and Slater (1990) scale assesses the extent to 
which finns are customer oriented, competitor oriented, and interfunctionally coordinated. 
In summary, market-oriented finns acknowledge the relevance of using infonnation about 
customers and competitors when designing their strategies (Annario et aI., 2008). Practical 
considerations, most notably the length and complexity of the questionnaire, and the fact, 
that the Narver and Slater scale is widely accepted in the literature (Day, 1994) led to the 
decision to choose the Narver and Slater scale. The MO scale is comprised of 14 items, of 
which 4 relate to competitor focus, 6 to customer focus, and 4 to interfunctional 
coordination. In general, these items aims to describe the degree to which a finn practises 
an MBV (Narver & Slater, 1990). According to Day (1994, p.43), the elements of the 
Narver and Slater scale support "the value of thorough market intelligence and the 
necessity of functionally coordinated actions directed at gaining a competitive advantage". 
The RO and MO scale are broad in scope and are designed to truly capture an orientation 
rather than specific processes, systems and procedures (Baker & Sinkula, 2005). 
Competitor focus 
Narver and Slater (1990) stress the importance of sales people regularly sharing 
infonnation within their business concerning competitors' strategies. According to Zhou et 
al. (2008), companies have to respond rapidly to competitive actions that threaten them. 
Companies have to target customers and customer groups where they have or can develop a 
competitive advantage (Porter, 1987). Grant (2008) shows that top management regularly 
discusses competitors' strengths and strategies. Also Narver and Slater (1990) and Sinkula 
et aI., (1997) support this view. 
Customer focus 
In order to measure customer focus, Kotler (2009) and Drucker (1954) found that the 
objectives of the companies are driven primarily by customer satisfaction, which can also 
be found in the article by Porter (1987). Narver and Slater (1990) monitor the level of 
commitment and orientation toward customers in the companies. Porter (1987) proposes 
that the strategy for competitive advantage has to be based on understanding the customers' 
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needs, while Drummond et al. (2008) look at the market strategies of the companies and 
whether they were driven by the understanding of possibilities for creating value for our 
customers. Day (1991) proposes to measure customer satisfaction systematically and 
frequently and Slater and Narver (1994) pay close attention to after-sales service. 
Interfunctional coordination 
Interfunctional coordination is the aspect where information on customers, marketing 
successes, and marketing failures are communicated across functions in the business (Baker 
& Sinkula, 2005; Ruekert et al., 1987). Zabra & Nielsen (2002) draw attention to the fact 
that all of the company's functions (not just marketing/sales) are responsive to and 
integrated into serving markets. Another important fact is that all the managers within the 
company understand how the entire business can contribute to creating customer value. 
According to Butler (1976) and Kotler (2009), the companies have to share programs and 
resources with other business units in the corporation. 
Available measures of globalization effects 
It was shown in the literature review that globalization can be seen as a multi-faceted 
construct or a double-edged sword, given that it leads to greater global market opportunities 
but also a higher number of threats, and that companies have been forced to respond 
quickly to these effects (Clougherty, 2001; Oxley & Schnietz, 2001; Peters & Waterman, 
2006; Porter, 1990; Thoumrungroje, 2007; Yip, 1992). Evidence of the effect of 
environmental turbulence upon strategy making is limited (Buckley & Ghauri, 2004; Grant, 
2003). But a company does not have to be the size of large multinational company to 
facilitate and benefit from the globalization of markets (Hill, 2009). Globalization is, 
therefore, expected to have a moderating influence on strategy making. The measures of the 
two key effects of globalization, namely globalization opportunities and globalization 
threats will be discussed in the following (Contractor & Lorange, 1988; Fawcett & Closs, 
1993; Hitt et al., 1998; Molle, 2002; Perlmutter & Heenan, 1986; Sanchez, 1997). The 
globalization opportunities for a firm can be defined as increases in market potential, trade 
and investment potential and resource accessibility resulting from globalization (Jones, 
2002; Levitt, 1983). The globalization threats to a firm can be categorized into global 
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competitive threats and global market uncertainty, which refers to the increasing 
complexity and demand uncertainty in the market (Clougherty, 2001; Oxley & Schnietz, 
2001). Globalization threats and globalization opportunities can also be regarded as forces 
which affect strategy formulation. 
Increases in market potential 
Globalization gives rise to new market opportunities such as larger volumes of international 
business transactions (Deardorff et al., 2002). Bartlett and Ghoshal (1987) see the challenge 
of the global economy as managing across borders. Asiedu and Freeman (2007) also think 
that the pressure to survive speeds up the adaption of new technologies. The literature also 
suggests (Mei Hsu & Been-Lon Chen, 2000) that companies with higher sales levels are 
less adversely affected by globalization effects, such as tariff reductions, and suggests that 
larger companies are better able to adapt to increased competition. However, Baggs (2005) 
shows that, if size is measured by employment, the opposite result is obtained, which is 
consistent with the results of Gu et al. (2002). Rugman and Collinson (2009) view the 
increase in strategic alliances aimed at achieving a collective advantage as a good 
opportunity to enlarge the market. It was shown in the literature review too that fonning 
strategic alliances is a possible way of responding to the dramatic changes caused by 
globalization (Jones, 2002). For some SMEs, strategic alliances are critical to gaining 
benefits such as access to critical resources, obtaining the necessary legitimacy, and 
learning about current benchmarks as well as about future opportunities (Arend, 2009; 
Burgers et al., 1993; Golden & Dollinger, 1993; Parise & Casher, 2003). 
Increases in trade and investment potential 
Peters on et al. (2002) focus on advances in communication technology and information 
systems, which also lower search costs and improve efficiency. Chimerine (1997) and 
Lasserre (2007) address the issue that it has become easier for companies to outsource their 
production to different locations to gain benefits from location advantage since fewer trade 
and investment barriers are present in today's global marketplace. Such changes in the 
business environment enable firms to not only access new markets but also lower costs by 
relocating their operations and exploiting cheap resources around the world (Czuchry & 
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Yasin, 2001). Firms can outsource their production in various locations to lower their costs 
(Chimerine, 1997). Market transactions have also become more efficient due to the 
globalization of technology (Peters on et al., 2002). Since financial measures are not 
relevant for this thesis, this topic will not be elaborated upon here. 
Resource accessibility 
Developments in information technology, the removal of trade and investment barriers, 
privatization, and the deregulation of trade and investment policies have provided firms 
seeking international markets with tremendous opportunities (Scully & Fawcett, 1994). 
Such changes in the business environment not only enable firms to access new markets 
(Dunning, 1993; Vip, 1994), but also lower costs by relocating their operations and 
exploiting cheap resources around the world (Czuchry & Yasin, 2001). Also Chimerine 
(1997) sees global resource accessibility as an important factor in outsourcing production to 
various locations. As asserted by Porter (1998), companies can source capital, goods, 
information, and technology around the world. 
Global competitive threats 
Wiersema et al. (2008) explain that the ongomg process of globalization intensifies 
competition in a company's domestic market, and competition from foreign-based 
companies is more likely to increase competitive rivalry since foreign based companies can 
possess both country and firm-specific capabilities that differ substantially from those of 
domestic companies. Nolan and Zhang (2003) also consider a new and challenging 
competitive arena for companies, or as Hafsi (2002) sees it, globalization made it easier for 
companies around the globe to enter different geographic markets, and thus, intensify the 
competitive atmosphere for companies around the world. Equally important, as put forward 
by Tybout (2001), is the fact that foreign competition in the domestic market brings in new 
players with lower cost structures, and this intensifies the level of competition within a 
market. Williams et al. (1995) point out that key, strategic manufacturing industries are 
facing a crisis of cost recovery caused by the entrance of new players. Ghoshal (2002) 
thinks that increased foreign competition in a firm's domestic market decreases industry 
price cost (profit) margins. Tybout (2001) also highlights the effect of falling profit margins, 
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and pushes for greater efficiency and technological developments which provide evidence 
that foreign competition in the firm's domestic market significantly intensifies competition 
at the industry level. Hence, it is clear that globalization has brought about a new 
competitive landscape referred to as "hypercompetitive markets" (Hitt et aI., 1984), one 
that presents enormous threats to companies in every economic sector since it makes a 
company's relative competitive advantage very time-sensitive (Harvey et aI., 2002). It is 
argued that today's leaders must accept the notion of non-linear systems where subtle, 
perhaps unobservable, events can dramatically impact their companies (Stacy et aI., 2002; 
Marion, 1999). 
Global market uncertainty 
Global market uncertainty refers to the increasing complexity and demand uncertainty in 
the market (Burgers et aI., 1993; Robertson & Gatignon, 1998). In fact, Glassman et al. 
(2005) assert that the more complex and dynamic a company's environment, the more 
uncertain it becomes. Thoumrungroje (2007) argues that globalization enables consumers 
to gather information easier, faster, and at a lower cost. Thus, they become well aware of 
alternative products, and are ready to switch. Hitt et al. (1998) and Ray's (2009) view is 
that companies today are faced with increasing difficulties in planning and making 
decisions. And, as Chimerine (1997) notes, market uncertainty is due to various reasons. 
Since a growing number of companies now participate in the global market place, 
forecasting demand and/or competitors' responses has become increasingly difficult. 
Ghoshal (1987) gives substance to the changes in the competition area that can create a 
more dynamic and uncertain competitive environment. Moreover, technology is changing 
at a rapid pace and information about new products is easily accessible by consumers. 
Khandwalla (1976) draws attention to the fact that market uncertainty is very risky for the 
companies, i.e. one false step can mean it is hard to keep afloat. Thus, operating in the 
global market place increases the level of market uncertainty and affects the strategy 
making ofSMEs (Mcnamara et aI., 2003). 
With the above discussion of strategy making and globalization effects the following set of 
research hypotheses will be answered by the survey. The research hypotheses below will be 
79 
tested to compare them to the findings in the literature. The data collected with the 
questionnaire will be statistically analysed to prove or disprove the literature. Table 3.5 
shows the hypotheses of the thesis: 
Table 3.5: Research Hypotheses (1) 
# Hypothesis 
1 The greater the Effects of Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Fom1Ulation is based on 
RBV -Uniqueness 
2 The greater the Effects of Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on 
RBV-Dynamism 
3 The greater the Effects of Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on 
RBV-Synergy 
4 The greater the Effects of Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Uniqueness 
5 The greater the Effects of Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Fom1Ulation is based on RBV-
Dynamism 
6 The greater the Effects of Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Fonnulation is based on RBV-
Synergy 
7 The greater the Effects of Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on 
MBV-Competitor Focus 
8 The greater the Effects of Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Fonnulation is based on 
MBV- Interfunction Coordination 
9 The greater the Effects of Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on 
MBV-Customer Focus 
10 The greater the Effects of Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Fom1Ulation is based on MBV-
Competitor Focus 
11 The greater the Effects of Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Fom1Ulation is based on MBV-
Interfunction Coordination 
12 The greater the Effects of Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
Customer Focus 
13 The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Levels of Alliances 
14 The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, the higher the Levels of Alliances 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 3.5: Research Hypotheses (2) 
15 The more Strategy is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Levels of Alliances 
16 The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Levels of 
Alliances 
18 The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Levels of 
Alliances 
19 The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Levels of 
Performance 
20 The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the Level of Performance 
21 The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Synergy, the higher the Level of Performance 
22 The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of 
Performance 
23 The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level 
of Performance 
24 The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of 
Performance 
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4 Methodology 
4.1 Introduction 
All research work is based on certain presuppositions about the world. These take the fonn 
of particular philosophical ideas (Creswell, 2009). Kuhn (1970), and Lincoln and Guba 
(2000) call them paradigms, others have called them epistemologies or ontologies (Crotty, 
1998), or broadly conceived research methodologies (Neumann, 2000). The philosophy 
underpinning this research and the methodology used to conduct the fieldwork for this 
study will be discussed in the following sections. The starting point of all research is to add 
value to the body of accumulated knowledge (Remeny et al. , 2005). Epistemology comes 
from the Greek word episteme, their tenn for knowledge (Thietart et al. , 200 I). 
Epistemology is the philosophy of knowledge or how we come to know (Remeny et al. , 
2005). Methodology is also concerned with how we come to know, but is much more 
practical in nature (Creswell, 2009). Epistemology and methodology are intimately related 
- the fonner involves the philosophy of how we come to know the world, and the latter 
involves the practice. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 108) compare research methodology and 
philosophy to a "research process onion" . The research process onion has outer and inner 
skins, where the outer is the frame in which the inner is set (figure 4.1). 
Figure 4.1: Research Process Onion 
_~~ __ Philosophies 
'-7--t''----/----i'-- ~r:ons 
Source: Saunders et al. , 2009, p. 108 
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The outer skin is the research philosophy with the paradigms such as positivism, realism 
and interpretivism (Thietart et aI., 2001). The next skins are the research approaches: 
deductive and inductive. This is followed by the various research strategies: survey, 
experiment, case study, action research, grounded theory, ethnography and archival 
research. The choices are divided into mono-method, mixed-method and multi-method. 
The time horizon can either be divided into cross-sectional or longitudinal. The inner skins 
are the techniques and procedures such as sampling, secondary data, interviews, and 
questionnaires. The highlighted points are those which are relevant for this research. 
4.2 Research Paradigms 
The study of research paradigms or the theory of knowledge is the branch of philosophy 
concerned with the nature and scope (limitations) of knowledge (Kuhn, 1970). 
Epistemological assumptions underpin any approach to research. They address the 
questions: What is knowledge? How is knowledge acquired? What do people know? How 
do we know what we know? What is the value and status of this knowledge? (Thietart et aI., 
2001) There are at least three major philosophical questions that should be addressed at the 
outset of the research. These are: Why research? What to research?, and How to research? 
(Remenyi et aI., 2005). To answer these questions, researchers can draw inspiration from 
the three major paradigms. These are: the positivist, the interpretivist and the constructivist 
paradigms (Thietart et aI., 2001). The two latter ones belong to the non-positivist approach 
named phenomenology. The adopted paradigm is important since the epistemological 
positioning will have a decisive influence over the design a researcher will be able to 
implement (Bryman & Bell, 2007), and as Argyris (1977) warns, nothing is more 
dangerous than leaving underlying assumptions hidden. Therefore, we have to be aware 
that the different epistemological perspectives are based on different visions of reality, and 
will lead to both different ways in which they might approximate knowledge production, 
and different criteria through which they can evaluate the knowledge they produce. 
Interpretivist 
Interpretivism has its philosophical origins in phenomenology and the reaction against 
positivism. According to Thietart et a1. (2001) interpretivists consider that individuals 
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create their environments by their own thoughts and actions, guided by their goals. The 
interpretivists draw a clear distinction between understanding and explaining. This concept 
of the two levels of understanding is said to be based on the concept of understanding 
("verstehen") developed by Max Weber (Ay & Borchardt, 2006). The process of 
understanding consists above all of revealing the reality of the actors studied. This research 
paradigm is sometimes described as the descriptive/interpretative approach and implies that 
every event studied is a unique incident in its own right (Remenyi et aI., 2005). Researchers 
often begin with a broadly defined research problem (Silverman, 1993). What is crucial to 
the interpretivist epistemology is that the researcher has to adopt an empathetic stance to 
enter the social world of the research subjects and understand their world from their point 
of view (Saunders et aI., 2009). The research process consists of the development of an 
understanding of the reality of the subjects studied. This understanding grows through the 
experience of the relationship between the research subjects and the objects (Thietart et aI., 
2001). Both the interaction and the development of the understanding lead the investigator 
to the definition of the research problem. This research paradigm would assume that there 
is little said about strategy or strategy formulation in the literature, and that with an 
inductive approach lots of data would be generated in a research study to develop a realistic 
account of strategy formulation in the foundry industry in Germany. Since the literature has 
been searched for referencec to "strategy formulation" with the result that the literature 
provides e.g. a range of rules and generalization in the field of strategy-making by large 
companies, it could therefore be expected that the interpretivist approach would lead to the 
same rules, while asking fewer members of the population to provide data. 
Constructivism 
Constructivism sees the process of understanding as contributing to constructing that reality 
by the act of knowing. Once a researcher has made the choice according to this perspective, 
the path taken when he/she generates knowledge is constructed as he/she goes along. For 
the constructivists, knowledge and reality are created by the mind (Thietart et aI., 2001). 
The meanings which have been developed by individuals are varied and multiple, leading 
the researcher to look for complexity of views rather than narrowing meanings into a few 
categories or ideas. The goal of the research is to rely as much as possible on the 
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participants' views of the situation being studied. The questions - the more open-ended the 
questioning, the better - become broad and general so that the participants can construct the 
meaning of a situation, typically forged in discussions or interactions with other persons 
(Creswell, 2009). 
Positivist Approach 
Positivists commit themselves to the search for external reality and the mechanisms that 
condition it. The explanatory research has to answer the question "for what reason", They 
are following a "path determined largely by the idea that knowable reality has its own 
meaning, and this meaning does not necessarily depend on a researcher's personal beliefs" 
(Thietart et aI., 2001, p. 22). Pure positivism accepts only the scientific method based on 
using quantitative data to test hypotheses to produce scientific knowledge (Punch, 2005). 
The research problem consists essentially of examining facts (Thietart et aI., 2001). The 
central issue in the positivistic approach is the relationship between that part of the world 
which is the object of a particular study and the theoretical framework which is constructed 
in order to explain the observations that are made (Remenyi et aI., 2005). The positivist 
ideal would be to find a universal law that explains reality and reveals objective truth 
(Thietart et aI., 2001). In positivist management research the aim is to ensure distance 
between the researcher and the research so that the research process and findings are not 
influenced by the actions of the researcher. Positivists assume that generalizations can be 
arrived by induction from data. Karl Popper criticised this and introduced the criterion, now 
widely held, of "refutability" (falsifiability) (Remenyi et aI., 2005). Popper argues that an 
idea which cannot be falsified cannot be regarded as scientific either, because it is 
impossible to collect all relevant evidence to prove that an idea is 100 % correct. However, 
it is always possible to disprove a scientific idea, and if this happens, the idea should then 
be abandoned (Popper, 2005). Notwithstanding this, many writers now use the term 
"positivism" to describe research carried out according to the Popperian, hypothetico-
deductive paradigm. 
The advantage of using this paradigm or philosophy is that the literature indicates how we 
can predict the effects of globalization on strategy formulation in the German foundry 
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industry. Positivism uses deductive reasoning to postulate theories (Remenyi et aI., 2005), 
e.g. corroborating that the effects of globalization are exactly like the laws propounded in 
the literature will enable the SMEs to anticipate the effects as indicated in the literature. 
The disadvantage of this positivist paradigm would be that if a law is identified in the 
literature, but the survey does not corroborate this law in the foundry sector, the paradigm 
does not confirm knowledge; the knowledge needs then to be generated for the foundries 
inductively. As a range of theories exist in the literature about strategy formulation, the 
positivism paradigm will be followed rather than interpretivism and constructivism. Thus, 
this research paradigm is interesting for this thesis because in this scientific method, the 
accepted approach to research by positivists begins with a theory, collects data that either 
supports or refutes the theory, and then makes necessary revisions before additional tests 
are carried out (Creswell, 2009). Another argument in favour of the positivistic approach is 
that knowledge is conjectural, and absolute truth can never be found (Creswell, 2009). 
4.3 Research Methods 
Management research deals fundamentally with the production and legitimating of the 
various forms of knowledge associated with the practices of management. According to 
Sekaran (2003), deductive and inductive research processes are two complementary 
building blocks of research. Both, in Sekaran's view, help us to understand, explain, and/or 
predict business phenomena. The use of deductive logic involves the positing of one or 
more general hypotheses, and by comparing them against a particular reality the validity of 
these initial hypotheses can be assessed (Thietart et aI., 2001). Salomon (2003), however, 
argues that in reality the so-called hypotheses are not hypotheses at all, since they are 
written after the data have been analysed. Induction is a process where certain phenomena 
are observed and generalizations are drawn from these observations. The positivists 
believed that it was possible to perform inductions according to a rigorous logic, but Popper 
argued that it is logically impossible to reason from particular observations to general laws. 
Induction owes more to interpretivism (Saunderson, 2007). Here the general position is 
based on observed facts (Sekaran, 2003). What both have in common is that they should be 
rigorous (Salmon, 2003), but no research strategy is superior or inferior. What matters is 
that the chosen strategy enables the particular research question to be answered and to meet 
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the research objectives (Saunders et aI., 2009). Saunders et aI. (2009, p. 109) outline the 
differences in the research methods as shown in Table 4.1: 
Table 4.1: Major Differences between Deductive and Inductive Approaches to Research 
Deduction emphasizes Induction emphasizes 
Scientific principles Gaining an understanding of the meanings humans attach to 
events 
Moving from theory to data A close understanding of the research context 
The need to explain causal relationships between variables The collection of qualitative data 
The collection of quantitative data A more flexible structure to permit changes of research emphasis 
as the research progresses 
The application of controls to ensure validity of data A realization that the research is part of the research process 
The operationalization of concepts to ensure clarity of definition Less concern with the need to generalize 
A highly structured approach Less structured approach 
Researcher independence of what is being researched Empathetic stance of the researcher 
The necessity to select samples of sufficient size in order to Small sample size 
generalise conclusions 
Source: Saunders et aI., 2009, p. 129 
The inductive approach is chosen along with research strategies such as action research, 
grounded theory or the case study method, to generate data if little on the subject has been 
published in the literature. This data will then give rise to laws and rules published in the 
literature. In the case of the present thesis, a great deal of data is already available about 
strategy and strategy formulation, on the one hand, and about globalization on the other. 
This will allow the researcher to generate research questions, which are tested mainly by 
means of a survey. This underlines the point that the deductive approach is most suitable 
for this research. 
Quantitative Research 
The quantitative approach is grounded in the positivist paradigm (Thietart et aI., 2001) and 
is a means of testing objective theories by examining the relationship among variables 
(Creswell, 2009). Quantitative research is a well-established methodology. It is generally 
acknowledged that quantitative approaches offer a greater assurance of objectivity than do 
qualitative research (Thietart et aI., 2001). Furthermore, it is the dominant research 
approach in natural sciences (Saunders et aI., 2009). But Salomon (2003) puts forward the 
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criticism that quantitative researchers rarely address clearly what conclusions the reader can 
derive from the presented results, and that often quantitative researchers shelter behind the 
'generalizability' of their findings. Saunders et al. (2009) list five sequential steps of the 
deductive research process: (1) deducting a hypotheses from general laws, (2) expressing 
the hypothesis in operational tenns, (3) testing the operationalized hypothesis, (4) 
examining the specific outcome of the inquiry, and (5) modifying the theory in the light of 
the findings, if necessary. 
Qualitative Research 
Qualitative research is a means of exploring and understanding the meaning individuals or 
groups ascribe to a social or human problem (Creswell, 2009). The numbers and types of 
approaches have become more clearly visible during the 1990s and into the 21 sI century. 
Qualitative research is particularly important in both social science theory and practice-
oriented organizational development (Patton, 2002). The qualitative research paradigm has 
its roots in cultural anthropology and American sociology (Silvennan, 2005). It has only 
recently been adopted by educational researchers (Creswell, 2009). Qualitative research is 
largely an investigative process with the intent to understand a particular social situation 
(Locke et al., 2007). Qualitative management research initially appears to be a commonly 
applied umbrella tenn for the use of a vast array of techniques for the non-statistical data 
collection and analysis of data (Johnson et al., 2006). The purpose here is to understand 
better the nature of the problem, and the result of the analysis is the fonnulation of a theory 
(Saunderson, 2007). Much qualitative research has focused upon the nature of managerial 
work (Johnson et al., 2006). Therefore, the study of a small sample of subjects might be 
more appropriate than a large number as with the deductive approach (Saunders et al., 
2009). The researchers must position themselves as interpreters of the field they are 
studying. However, the qualitative approach does not rule out an epistemological attitude of 
objectivity in the research with regard to the world that it is studying (Thietart et al., 2001). 
Research Method of the Thesis 
According to Adcroft and Willis (2008), most of the strategy research is dominated by a 
positivist philosophical underpinning. Therefore, positivism seems to be the right paradigm 
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for this research study, which is closely linked to the use of quantitative methods. For 
example, in the leading specialist strategy journal, the Strategic Management Journal, 
practically 90 percent of all articles in the period 2002 until 2006 were positivist (Adcroft 
& Willis, 2008). Other important elements are the assumption of objectivity and 
independence and the learning experiences from other fields of study, which will help in 
counteracting bias (Tranfield et al., 2003). Another crucial aspect is the generalizability of 
the positivist objectivised knowledge, which is rationalised, explicit and, hence, formal 
(Atherton, 2003). The survey requires the collection of quantitative data in order to test the 
research hypotheses. In the literature a large quantity of data is available about strategy and 
globalization (Drucker, 1954; Eden & Lenway, 2001; Peters & Watennan, 2006; Porter, 
1990; Yip, 1992), which allows the researcher to generate research questions that are tested 
mainly by the survey. Therefore, the author has used a deductive and quantitative approach, 
because the theory of strategy making, such as the RBV and the MBV, is used deductively. 
With the objective of testing or verifying a theory rather than developing it, the thesis 
should advance a theory, collect data to test it, and reflect on its confirmation or 
disconfirmation by the results. The theory becomes a framework for the entire study, an 
organizing model for the research questions and for the data collection process (Creswell, 
2009). This shows why the qualitative approach is not adopted, because the term 
"qualitative" is usually regarded as denoting an approach in which theory and 
categorization emerge out of the collection and analysis of data (Bryman & Bell, 2007). 
However, the interconnections between the different features of quantitative and qualitative 
research are not always as straightforward as explained above (Creswell, 2009). Table 4.2 
defines the characteristics of positivist research in this study: 
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Table 4.2: Characteristics of Positivist Research in the Thesis 
Role of theory in relation to Deductive approach; Testing of Punch (2005) 
research theory Salomon (2003) 
Assumption The research assumes that the Creswell (2009) 
observer is independent and Thietart et al. (200 I) 
working with an observable social 
reality with quantifiable 
observations 
Objective The research focuses on the Remenyi et al. (2005) 
discovery of facts and the Gray (2009) 
generation and/or testing of 
fundamental laws 
Method Entailing the collection of Bryman & Bell (2007) 
numerical data and exhibiting a Silverman (1993) 
view to the relationship between 
theory and research through the 
frequent use of large-scale and 
quantitative methods 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
4.4 Research Strategy 
In this thesis, a survey is used as a research strategy. The research instrument in this thesis 
is a questionnaire, initially designed on the basis of previous studies. The questionnaire was 
designed in English and then translated into German. The first part focuses on strategy 
formulation. The second part sheds light on the effects of globalization. The third part 
focuses on the level of alliances, the fourth part on the level of performance. Business 
practises and organizational responses of SMEs differ in comparison to large companies in 
many ways. SMEs have poor strategic planning capabilities (Hudson et aI., 2001), flat and 
flexible structures (Curran and Blackbum, 2001), and a reactive fire-fighting mentality 
(Man et aI., 2002. Therefore, the key informant technique (Creswell, 2009) has been used 
to collect data. The targeted key informants included the owners, managing directors or 
middle-level managers who are typically the top decision makers of SMEs and are most 
knowledgeable about the company's strategic activities and are likely to share common 
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understandings of what strategy means. The questionnaires were mailed to 441 foundries in 
Germany. The next chapters will discuss this in more detail. 
4.5 Research Design 
The research design is the plan that the researcher has to follow in the conducting of the 
research (Remenyi et aI., 2005) and provides the framework for the research project. It is 
used to structure the research, to highlight all main parts of the research project (i.e. 
samples or groups, measures, methods, approaches, etc.), and to address the essential 
research questions. Starting with the literature review, the author's aim was to review the 
various definitions of strategy and strategy formulation, followed by a discussion of the 
existing theories of strategy formulation and the effects of globalization on strategy making. 
At this stage companies identify the opportunities and threats in the environment, as well as 
the strengths and weaknesses of the organization (De Wit & Meyer, 20 I 0). 
It was discussed in the literature, that many points of view have been put forward about 
strategy making in the literature, but, for example, no consensus has yet developed whether 
a company should adapt itself to its environment or attempt to influence its environment 
(Grant, 2008). This has led to a debate about whether strategy making should be externally 
orientated, starting with the environment, or internally orientated, starting with the 
organization's own skills and resources (Johnson et aI., 2008). Therefore, and as discussed 
in the literature review, viewing strategy formulation as an internal (RBV) and an external 
approach (MBV) will greatly enhance our understanding of strategy formulation in SMEs. 
Thus, the two approaches of RBV and MBV have been used together to evaluate and 
compare the effect of globalization on strategy formulation. 
Based on these findings and conclusions of the theoretical research the research hypotheses 
have been defined (table 3.5). Figure 4.2. provides summary details of the research process. 
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Figure 4.2: Research Process 
• Effec ts of globalization on strategy fonnulation in the Gennan foundry industry 
• Definition of globalization 
• Definition o f strategy and strategy fonnulation 
1JIcn_"_1 • Definiti on of vari ous theoretical frameworks (RBV, MBV) 
• Linking concepts and data 
• Conclusions and limitat ions 
• Recommendations 
Source: Adapted by Heiko Brauckhoff from Thietart et al. (200 I , p. 118) 
Since for a business in a competitive environment such as the foundry business, success 
and survival depend primarily upon creating a defendable competitive position, it is 
necessary to understand the effects of globalization on strategy making. In a business and 
management research project various research methods can be adopted. In this research 
project the following approach has been pursued: The research questions were answered by 
means of structured interviews. In order to gain insights into this under-researched area, 
field research was conducted using questionnaires. The chosen data collection was an 
online survey. The reason for this was that with this method the data of many individuals 
could be collected and statistically evaluated. The questionnaire was sent to the presidents, 
owners, managing directors, or middle-level managers. The research problem is the general 
question the research is trying to answer. It is a key element of the research process since it 
starts with a specific problem and it translates the researcher ' s knowledge project into a 
research objective (Thietart et aI. , 200 I). Figure 4.3 presents the linkage of the research 
question under discussion . 
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Figure 4.3: Linkage of Research Question 
Linkage of research question 
Theoretical Elements: Globalization - Strategy formulation at SMEs 
Research Problem 
Little attention has been paid to the relationship between globalization and strategy formulation at SMEs 
Research Aim 
Evaluate the effects of globalization on strategy formulation in the German foundry industry 
Research Goal 
Bridge the gap between the theoretical elements and managerial practise 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
Research Objective and Question 
This thesis aims to evaluate the effects of globalization on strategy fonnulation in the 
Gennan foundry industry. This evaluation will be developed by investigating the 
globalization effects on strategy fonnulation. Subjects in the Gennan foundries are those 
who are involved in strategy making such as the owners, managing directors or middle-
level managers. The objective of this thesis is to evaluate how strategy formulation is 
carried out from the viewpoint of companies and whether it is affected by globalization. 
Further objectives are to evaluate how strategy fonnulation effects the level of alliances and 
perfonnance. 
4.6 Time Horizon 
The thesis will take a snap-shot of the situation being investigated, because this cross-
sectional research examines how something is done at the time of the research study and 
generally seeks to identify and understand differences among the selected foundries 
(Remenyi et aI. , 2005). The results of the study could be the basis for a longitudinal study, 
which is a study that extends over a substantial period of time and involves studying 
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changes over time (Creswell, 2009). The advantage of a longitudinal study is the possibility 
of monitoring the progress of a situation and observing how it develops as a result of a 
series of interventions over time (Pettigrew, 1985). For this thesis the survey will not be 
repeated at a later time, because the thesis is laid out with a time limit. According to 
Remenyi et al. (2005), an advantage of using a cross-sectional study is that it saves money. 
As far as can be ascertained, data with respect to this particular research study has not been 
collected before in the foundry industry in Germany. 
4.7 Data Collection Method 
The characteristics of the positivist research method of this thesis were shown in figure 4.2. 
It was also stressed that the survey needs quantitative data for the confirmation of the 
research hypotheses. The chosen data collection method was an online survey, because 
online surveys may be advantageous in that they are potentially time- and cost-saving 
methods, as well as stimulating and interactive for respondents (Sax et aI., 2003). As Aoki 
and Elasmar (2000) argue, Web surveys will present advantages over traditional modes of 
data collection if it is used for specific populations that are known to be Internet savvy. The 
main purpose of questionnaire research in the thesis is to obtain information that is not 
already available in written or computerised form (Remenyi et aI., 2005). The survey tool 
survey monkey was used; i.e. the survey uses e-mail to post and respondents were invited to 
access the questionnaire via a hyperlink and to fill it in. The respondents remain 
anonymous and are unable to modify the questionnaire (Witmer et al., 1999). Another 
advantage is that electronic surveys can be completed at the pace the respondents choose 
(Cook et aI., 2000). Moreover, e-mail reminders are much easier to distribute than are 
postcard reminders. Some authors such as Tse et al. (1995) and Paolo et al. (2000) have 
some concern about the response rate of Web surveys because of uneven access to Web 
technology, but Couper et al. (1999) argue that company employees in the management 
should have internet access. On the other hand, research related to response rate differences 
between Web and mail surveys has produced inconsistent results (Shih & Fan, 2008). As in 
most related studies, practical consideration necessitated the employment of the subjective 
measures of different items from the respondents in the companies. The reason for this is 
that with this method, the data of many persons can be collected and statistically evaluated. 
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Furthennore, most of the names and e-mails of the foundries in Gennany are available. No 
explicit incentive was provided. 
Hewson et al. (2003) highlight the necessity to abide by the following general operating 
guidelines or netiquette (table 4.3). All e-mails were sent to only to one person from a 
foundry or to a company ' s official e-mail address and without any attachment in order to 
abide by the above guidelines. 
Table 4.3: General Operating Guidelines 
Ensuring e-mails to 
user groups are 
relevant. 
Remenbering that 
invitations to 
participate sent to 20 
user groups at once 
are deemed as 
unacceptable by 
many net vigilantes. 
Avoiding sending e-
mails to multiple 
mailing list as this is 
likely to result in 
individuals receiving 
multiple copies of 
your e-mail. 
Avoiding the use of 
e-mail attachments 
as these can contain 
vtnlses. 
- - - - -~ ~- -~ - - - - -
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
4.8 Population and Data Sampling 
According to Remenyi et al. (2005) the population is the universe of elements from which 
the sample elements are drawn, or the universe of elements to which we want to generalise. 
From the point of view of a positivist, empirical research nom1ally requires the selection of 
those individuals who are to provide the infonnation. This set of individuals is called the 
sample and serves as a model for the population (Thietart et aI. , 200 I). At first , the 
population of this study was selected to be foundries in Gennany. Thus, the population in 
95 
the thesis are 600 foundries in Germany (BDG, 2009). But generally, researchers will not 
be able to access all of the target population's elements, because people are hard to find or 
refuse to cooperate (Cooper, 1998). Therefore, in quantitative research, random and 
statistically representative samples allow confident generalisation from the sample onto a 
larger population and control weaknesses such as selection bias. There are, however, 
challenges associated with sampling. But as Remenyi et al. (2005) state, it is important that 
the sample is representative of the whole population, for if it is not, then the results may be 
biased and will not be representative of the population. For quantitative research it is the 
size of the sample that enables the study to attain the desired degree of precision or 
significance level (Thietart et al., 2001). 
A high response rate is viewed as desirable and an important criterion by which the quality 
of a survey is judged (Hox & DeLeeuw, 1994), because a higher response rate implies less 
potential nonresponse bias. On the other hand, Krosnick (1999) and Dillman (1991) argue 
that low response rates alone do not necessarily suggest bias. Thus, the question of how 
many cases we need to use statistical techniques from which results can be obtained that 
enable us to generalise from the results is answered by different authors differently 
(Stevens, 1996; Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). Overall the trend over the last few years has 
been for the number of replies to decrease as shown in figure 4.4 (Dey, 1997; p. 216). 
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Figure 4.4: Downtrends - Survey Replies 
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There are different reasons for the downtrend in survey replies over the last 50 years (Dey, 
1997). Companies are e.g. increasingly being bombarded with requests to respond 
questionnaires and so may be unwilling to answer most of the questionnaires (Saunders et 
aI. , 2009). Saunders et al. (2009) found that the likely response rate using the internet is 
11 % or lower, although others note that online surveys have a higher response rate than do 
paper-and-pencil surveys (Handwerk et aI. , 2000; Underwood et aI. , 2000). However, Cook 
et al. (2000) add that the response rates in the published studies were an overestimation of 
typical response rates, because studies with lower response rates may not be submitted for 
publication. To obtain a high number of responses, the survey was sent to all foundries in 
Germany to which the author had the address. In the end, 441 e-mails were sent out for the 
study and only 12 were returned because of non-existent e-mail addresses. Furthern10re, 
and following Dillman 's (1978) design method the expected effort for the respondent's 
participation was less than 125 items. But as Cook et al. (2000) emphasize, the 
representativeness of the sample is much more important than the response rate we obtain. 
Also Krosnick (1999) argues that very low response rates can be more accurate than 
surveys with much higher response rates . Groves and Lyberg (1988) criticise the different 
possibilities of calculating response rates, and point out that comparisons across surveys are 
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fraught with misinterpretations. Additionally, response rates are probably more dependent 
on the population being sampled than on any other factor (Sax et aI., 2003). Frohlich (2001) 
views the survey's perceived relevance as another aspect of high response rates. 
Sampling techniques fall into two broad categories, namely non-probability samples, which 
are the domain of the phenomenologist, and probability samples, which are used by the 
positivist researcher (Remenyi et aI., 2005). In the thesis I used a convenience sample 
because I used formed groups (e.g. CEOs, owner etc.). For convenience samples it is 
particularly important that the samples must be representative (Cook et aI., 2000). 
Therefore, the key informant technique (Creswell, 2009) was used to collect data. The 
targeted key informants included the owners, managing directors or middle-level managers 
who are typically top decision makers of SMEs and are most knowledgeable about the 
company strategic activities. Overall, a distinct population was defined (foundries in 
Germany) and a sample was drawn from the population (see chapter 4.5). 
4.9 Ethics of the Research Design 
Research involves collecting data from people, about people. Consequently another general 
consideration throughout is to be aware of what ethical issues are likely to arise (Locke et 
aI., 2007). Research ethics has important implications for different stages of research and 
requires ethical integrity from the researcher (Saunders et aI., 2009). Research undertaken 
in the name of the University of Surrey must be also conducted in an ethical manner. 
Therefore, ethical issues should be anticipated and dealt with during the design stage of the 
research project. This thesis is in line with the ethical principle of not causing harm, and by 
adapting the research strategy or choice of methods where appropriate (Saunders et aI., 
2009). Participation in the survey was without any risk. According to the use of survey 
monkey, participants could voluntarily decide about their participation. To ensure that the 
author is not putting pressure on individuals to participate on the survey Saunders et al. 
(2009, p. 190) propose working with the following checklist (figure 4.5): 
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Figure 4.5: Assessing the Research in Relation to not Pressuring Individuals to Participate 
Source: Saunders et aI. , 2009, p. 190 
4.10 Limitations of the Research Design 
According to Patton (2002), design strategies and trade-offs must always be discussed, 
because of the fact "that there are no perfect research designs" (Patton, 2002; p. 223) . 
Several limitations of the research design must be noted. Although the scales to measure 
globalization and strategy fonnulation were developed from a careful literature review, they 
are sometimes new (globalization effects), and thus need further verifications and 
applications. Moreover, the research is limited to the effects on the foundry business in 
Gennany, and this may inhibit the generalizability of this research to international contexts 
and alternative settings. It is possible that if the study were conducted in other regions and 
countries in the world, the magnitude and direction of the relationships in the model may be 
different. 
The use of questionnaires as the sole method of data collection has often been argued to be 
a contributor to common method variance. Ideally, a combination of methods that 
incorporates quantitative and qualitative techniques should be used (Cassell & Symon, 
2004). Cross-sectional research does not enable us to detennine causality, whereas a 
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longitudinal analysis would. Thus, a replication study would be beneficial to increase both 
the measures and models assessed in this research. 
Another limitation would be that with regard to the characteristics of SMEs, great care is 
required when trying to generalize the findings, because the situations of the SMEs change 
constantly, e.g. due to a merger with another company the former SME could become a 
company with more than 500 employees. According to the definition of an SME, such a 
company is not an SME anymore, but its structure, behaviour, and characteristics may still 
be the same. 
4.11 Field Work 
Quantitative research involves measurements, usually of a number of variables, across a 
sample (Punch, 2005). In this chapter the research hypotheses are outlined, and are tested 
by a questionnaire. Finally the method of analysis will be explained. The results of the 
survey will be statistically analysed and will start with an overview of the descriptive 
frequencies of replies for the different items. The subgroup analysis between resource-
orientation, market-orientation, globalization, performance and alliances are presented as 
well as the correlation analysis between all the different constructs - for the sample as a 
whole and also for each subgroup - is presented in 5. The key for the analysis was guided 
by the 24 hypotheses. 
4.11.1 Research Hypotheses 
The research hypotheses (table 3.5) were tested and compared to the findings in the 
literature. The data collected with the questionnaire will be statistically analysed to prove or 
disprove the literature. The structure of the questionnaire is shown in table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4: Structure of the Questionnaire 
Items Questions Method of Exploration and Sources 
Demographic Questions 1-8 Demographic Questions to categorize the cases (Source: 
Heiko Brauckhoff). 
Resource Orientation 1-7 Questions created by the author based on the RO Scale 
(PalIadino, 2008); criteria "Uniqueness" 
8-10 Questions created by the author based on the RO Scale 
(PalIadino, 2008); criteria "Synergy" 
11-15 Questions created by the author based on the RO Scale 
(PalIadino, 2008); criteria "Dynamism" 
Market Orientation 1-4 Questions created by the author based on the MO Scale 
(Narver & Slater, 1990); criteria "Competitor Focus" 
5-10 Questions created by the author based on the MO Scale 
(Narver & Slater, 1990); criteria "Customer Focus" 
11-14 Questions created by the author based on the MO Scale 
(Narver & Slater, 1990); criteria "Interfunctional 
Coordination" 
Global market 1-7 Questions by Thoumrungroje (2007) for assessing 
Opportunities different items of global market opportunities. 
Global market 1-8 Questions by Thoumrungroje (2007) for assessing 
Threats different items of global market threats. 
Performance 1-3 Questions created by the author for assessing the 
contribution of strategy formulation on performance 
Alliances 1-4 Questions by Thoumrungroje (2007) for assessing the 
effect of globalization on the level of alliances 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
4.11.2 Questionnaire and Administration 
A questionnaire enables the researcher to directly question individuals and to collect 
primary data and obtain infonnation that cannot be easily observed or that is not already 
available in written or computerised fonn (Thietart et aI., 2001). The attitudes and opinions 
with regard to organizational practices can be identified and described with questionnaires 
(Saunders et aI., 2007). Thus, interviews conducted by means of structured questionnaires 
are the right approach to answer the research hypotheses. The online questionnaire, initially 
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designed using previous studies as a basis, was sent to the foundries bye-mail. Data for this 
study draw from one source: BDG Giesserei-lahrbuch (2010). 
Saunders et al. (2009) and Remenyi et al. (2005) recommend that prior to using the 
questionnaire to collect data, a pilot test is carried out. Also Bell (2005) advises a trial run 
to ensure that the data collected will enable the investigative questions to be answered. The 
pilot testing will obtain some assessment of the questions' validity and the likely reliability 
of the data that will be collected (Saunders et aI., 2009). Fink (2003) proposes a minimum 
number of 10 responses for a pilot test. Even though there are no hard rules concerning the 
design of a pre-testing exercise (Remenyi et aI., 2005), I chose 13 people to pilot test the 
questionnaire to get some ideas, whether the questionnaire made sense. All the 13 people 
are working in the foundry business. Each question was checked to ensure that respondents 
can understand the surveyor questionnaire items and respond appropriately. The 
respondents had no problems understanding or answering the questions, had no difficulty in 
finding their way through the questionnaire, and followed all instructions correctly. 
Furthermore, it was checked how long the questionnaire took to complete (approximately 
10 minutes). The reflection of the pilot questionnaire was fed back into the final 
questionnaire. Following Sekaran (2003) the response rates are also dependent upon the 
questionnaire being clearly worded. The wording of two German questions was changed 
correspondingly. 
The key informant technique (Creswell, 2009) was used to collect data. The targeted key 
informants included the owners, managing directors, or middle-level managers who are 
typically the top decision makers in SMEs and are most knowledgeable about the 
company's strategic activities. The difficulty was to check if the targeted key informants 
answered the questionnaire and which did not, because the survey was completely 
anonymous. Therefore, the reminders were sent to the whole sample again. According to 
Dillman (2000), it is important to explain clearly and concisely on the first page of the 
questionnaire why the respondent should complete the survey. The introductory letter and 
the reminders with a shorter text are shown in chapter 9.1. The full questionnaire is shown 
in chapter 9.2, the codebook is shown in chapter 9.3, and the main variables and data 
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sources are shown in chapter 9.4. Respondents were provided with the opportunity of 
receiving a report of the findings if they participated. Such nonmonetary incentives have 
been shown to increase response rates (Creswell, 2009). 
Baseline data collection took place from March through June 2011. Data were collected by 
means of a questionnaire containing 59 items. The majority of these were Likert-like items 
based on a scale from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree". Other questions asked for 
demographic information, such as "employees of the company", "total revenue", "position 
in the company", and a "company's major foreign markets". The sample consists of the 
population of 600 foundries in Germany. The first wave of 441 surveys was e-mailed in 
March 2011. In April 2011 the second wave of 441 surveys was e-mailed. Parallel to the 
second wave 25 companies were telephoned. In May 2011 the third wave of 441 surveys 
was e-mailed and 32 companies were telephoned. After the third reminders the author 
finished sending more e-mails, because of some complaints from the receiver of the survey 
link. This is maybe due to the fact that individuals may have been resistant to being 
reminded more than once about a survey (Cook et aI., 2000). Due to the down trend in 
replies, the researcher assumed an expected reply rate of about 11 per cent. In the end, 94 
completed questionnaires were returned, representing a 20.86 per cent response rate. Thus, 
the final sample consists of 94 foundries in Germany. Figure 4.6 shows the development of 
sending out the questionnaire and the number of received answers. 
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Figure 4.6: Field Study 
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Response rate is formally defined as the number of completed questionnaires divided by the 
number of eligible sample members (Kviz, 1977). Sample size plays an important role in 
the stability of a sample statistic, because a larger sample size generally produces a more 
stable sample estimate and higher response rates (Bryman & Bell, 2007). There is no 
question that high response rates are preferable to lower ones. In practice, however, 
decisions need to be made in order to maximize data quality given limited resources 
(Teitler et aI. , 2003). Furthermore, even at very high response rates, significant non-
response bias remains (Sax et aI. , 2003). 
4.11.3 AnaJysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
A final step in the data analysis is to present the results from statistical test. Based on the 
various tests, an interpretation of the results means that the researcher can draw conclusions 
from the results for the research hypotheses and the larger significance of the results 
(Creswell, 2009). The analysis of variance (ANOV A) is used to reveal a statistically 
significant difference between the companies in terms of attitudes toward th.e effects of 
globalization on strategy formulation in the German foundry industry. In its simplest form, 
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ANOV A provides a statistical test of whether or not the means of several groups are all 
equal, with the assumption that the samples in its group are normally distributed (Pall ant, 
2003), and therefore generalizes the t-test to more than two groups. ANOV A generates the 
means of the opinions of different groups, which are checked for variance amongst each 
other in some areas. The groups are e.g. the position of the key informant, the different 
industries the company is working in, the number of employees and the total amount of 
revenue. All information used in this analysis was derived from questionnaire data. 
4.11.4 Reliability and Validity 
One of the important challenges for every research study is to ensure that the evidence that 
is being collected is valid and reliable (Remenyi et al., 2005). The reliability of a measure 
indicates the extent to which it is without bias (error free) and hence ensures consistent 
measurement across the various items in the instrument (Sekaran, 2003). Reliability is a 
measure of consistency and can be measured, for example, with Cronbach's coefficient 
using a scale from 0.00 (very unreliable) to 1.00 (perfect reliability) (Pall ant, 2007). This 
statistic provides an indication of the average correlation among all of the items that make 
up the scale. While different levels of reliability are required, Nunnally (1978) recommends, 
for example, a minimum level of 0.7. Gray (2009) views a score of 0.9 as generally deemed 
to be acceptable. The reliability check can be done in the analyzing phase, where e.g. 
different items can be cross checked. In terms of questionnaire design, a high reliability 
means that if you measured something today, you should get the same results at some other 
time, assuming that what is being measured has not changed (Black, 1993; Gray, 2009). 
The test and re-test will be the most difficult reliability check, because it is difficult 
collecting data from the same questionnaire under as near equivalent conditions as possible 
(Saunders et al., 2009). Furthermore it could not be ensured that the same people answered 
in the second round. 
The validity of a scale refers to the degree to which it measures what it is supposed to 
measure (Pallant, 2007). According to Sekaran (2003) we may group validity tests under 
three broad headings: content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct validity. 
Validity is concerned according to Saunders et al. (2009) with whether the findings are 
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really about what they appear to be about. The validity of a questionnaire can be affected 
by the wording of the questions it contains (Gray, 2009). Cooper (1998) argues that the 
most powerful protection against threats to validity comes from a broad and exhaustive 
search of literature. The research should access as many information channels as needed 
that no obvious, avoidable bias exists; another researcher using similar, but perhaps not 
identical, sources of information will reach the same conclusions. 
Most of the research is carried out on a sample, and therefore researchers often hope to 
generalize their results to the population from which the sample is drawn (Thietart et aI., 
2001). Generalizability is a standard aim in quantitative research and is normally achieved 
by statistical sampling procedures. If the response rate becomes too low, this may limit the 
generalizibility of the findings, and hence external validity (Saunders et aI., 2009). To 
determine the error margin within which the result generalized to the whole population, the 
researcher has to know the size of the sample and its confidence level (generally 95 per 
cent) (Thietart et aI., 200 I). Even though the thesis is dealing with a small sample, the data 
could be a powerful source for further research in similar applications. 
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5 Presentation of the Findings 
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter will start with an overview of the descriptive frequencies of replies for the 
different items, and in 5.2 the descriptive statistics of the survey are presented. The results 
of the strategy map, perception of globalization, and the perfomlance and the alliances 
items are shown in 5.3. The subgroup analysis between resource-orientation, market-
orientation, globalization, perfonnance and alliances are presented in 5.4. The correlation 
analysis between all the different constructs - for the sample as a whole and also for each 
subgroup - is presented in 5.5. The key for the analysis was guided by the 24 hypotheses. 
Thus, chapter 5.6 shows the research findings for the 24 hypotheses. The research findings 
are presented for the complete sample as well as for the different subgroups (e.g. market-
orientated versus technical-orientated people, various industries, degree of internalization). 
The results are discussed in relation to the literature and the practical implications are 
presented in chapter 6. All analyses were undertaken using SPSS software. A copy of the 
questionnaire, introductory letter, the codebook and the main variables and data sources can 
be found in the appendices 9.1 to 9.4. Figure 5.1 shows the relationships under examination 
in this study. 
Figure 5.1: Research Model 
Perceiption of 
Globalisation 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
Perfonnance 
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5.2 Descriptive Statistics 
Not all participants completed all the data for every case. Generally the number of 
completed items varied from 72 to 92. The responses to the questions regarding turnover or 
the main markets were skipped by several respondents. The reason for this could be that 
these data are understood to be sensitive. Most of the respondents ' companies have a 
turnover greater than 50 million € (see figure 5.5). The average number of employees is 
156, with the lowest being 20 and the highest 570. Figure 5.2 provides an overview of 
population, sample size and responses. 
Figure 5.2: Foundry Population, Sample Size and Foundries Responses 
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The questionnaire also asked for the function within the company of the respondents. This 
was done in order to be able to compare the answers to the company function. It was 
possible for the respondents to provide more than one answer. Figure 5.3 summarizes the 
answers regarding the person's position in the company. 
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Figure 5.3: Number of Replies in Relation to the Function with the Company (n=93) 
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It would also be interesting to know who has the main responsibility for strategic questions 
within the company. Again, it was possible for the respondents to provide more than one 
answer. Thus, figure 5.4 shows that the owner and the managing director have the main 
responsibility for strategic questions, but also very often strategic issues are discussed 
among the owner, the managing director, the foundry manager and the sales manager. This 
emphasised that strategic decisons are handled at the top management level or together with 
the second level within the companies. 
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Figure 5.4: Main Responsibility for Strategic Issues (N=93) 
Main Responsibility for Strategic Issues 
30 ~--------------------------------------------
25 +-------------: 
20 +-------:---:-----: 
15 +------
10 +------,. 
5 +------i 
o +--''-t-----,-
CEO Owner Managing Sales Technical Other Managing Owner, Managing 
Director Director Director Director Managing Director, 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
& Sales Director Sales 
Manager & Sales Manager 
Director & 
Technical 
Director 
In figure 5.5 the infonnation regarding the percentage of replies in relation to turnover is 
summarized. The chart is divided into proportional segments according to the share each 
has of the total value. The highest value is the segment where turnover is over 50 million E. 
Figure 5.6 compares the responses in relation to the main industry. The fi gure shows that 
the main industry is machine construction (36 %), followed by automotive (1 8 %) and then 
the energy industry (14 %). 
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Figure 5.5: Percentage of Replies in Relation to the Turnover (n=81) 
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Figure 5.6: Percentage of Replies in Relation to the Main Industry (n=91) 
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The average number of years that the companies have delivered to foreign countries is 26.7 
years (mean 26.7; standard deviation 13.33). In total , only 14.1 % of the foundries realize 
their turnover only within Germany, and 85.9 % of the foundries realize their turnover 
overseas. The question regarding the main countries was an open question with the 
possibility of adding 5 countries in this category. Figure 5.7 emphasizes the main countries 
for the German foundry industry. In total the companies deliver to 23 countries, and this 
reveals the heterogeneity of sales in the German foundry industry. 74.3 % of the deliveries 
were within Europe, 11.2 % to the USA, 7.5 % to China and 7.0 % to the Middle East 
(India and Korea). 
Figure 5.7: Percentage of Replies in Relation to the Major Foreign Markets (n=230) 
in % 
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5.3 Strategy Map 
5.3.1 Strategy Scale Items 
In order to measure the blend of resource-orientation and market-orientation for strategy 
formulation, the study makes use of the adapted scale from the Motivated Strategies for 
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) developed by Pintrich et a1. (1991). The MSLQ was 
developed using a social-cognitive view of motivation and self-regulated learning (Pintrich 
& De Groot, 1990). The MSLQ is a modular instrument where scales can be abstracted 
without impacting on reliability and validity (Pintrich et aI., 1991). Table 5.1 presents the 
items for each strategy scale under discussion. 
Table 5.1: Strategy Scale Items 
Resource-Orientation Market-Orientation 
Uniqueness Competitor Focus 
We constantly strive to ensure that our resources cannot be Our salespeople regularly share information within our business 
easily imitated by competitors concerning competitors' strategies 
We have dedicated much time and effort to ensure that it would We respond rapidly to competitive actions that threaten us 
be difficult for another company to acquire the same resources 
which we have 
We constantly strive to ensure that it would be almost We target customers and customer groups where we have or can 
impossible to use our combination of resources in another develop a competitive advantage 
corporation 
We monitor our key resources to determine if competitors Top management regularly discusses competitors' strengths and 
would be able to replicate them strategies 
We try to make certain that our competitors find it difficult to )nterfunctlon Coordination 
determine the resources that mav lead to our success 
Our strategy is geared toward ensuring competitors would find All of our functions (not just marketing/sales) are responsive to 
it difficult to imitate our resource base and integrated in serving markets 
Dynamism Information on customers, marketing successes, and marketing 
failures are communicated across functions in the business 
We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for collaborative We share programs and resources with other business units in 
problem solving with stakeholders the corporation 
We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for collective All of our managers understand how the entire business can 
learning within the company contribute to creating customer value 
We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for innovation Customer Focus 
within the company 
Our resources are the principle drivers used to develop Our strategy for competitive advantage is based on our 
strategies that enable us to achieve efficiency or effectiveness understanding of our customers' needs 
Synergy We constantly monitor our level of commitment and orientation 
toward customers 
We work to ensure that our resources span (provide benefits to) We measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently 
different levels within the company 
We work to ensure our resources span (provide benefits to) Our objectives are driven primarily by customer satisfaction 
several departments 
We share key resources across departments to ensure they lack a We give close attention to after-sales service 
clearly identifiable owner 
Our market strategies are driven by our understanding of 
. possibilities for creating value for our customers 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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In the next stage of data analysis, Cronbach's coefficient alpha (a) was calculated to assess 
the internal consistency of a set of items (Pett et aI., 2003). Ideally, the Cronbach 
coefficient alpha should be greater than 0.7 (DeVellis, 2003). Table 5.2 presents the 
Cronbach alpha scores for each of the strategy items used in the study. From the data 
collected and the alpha scores, we can be reasonably certain that four of the strategy scales 
are reliable (uniqueness, dynamism, synergy and customer focus), but there are some 
concerns about two scales, namely competitor focus and interfunction coordination. 
The Cronbach coefficient alpha (a) of competitor focus is 0.662 and that of interfunction 
coordination 0.616, suggesting a moderate internal consistency reliability for the scale. 
However, Schyns et al. (2006) argue that lower alpha values can be accepted if the value 
does not fall below the critical value a = n/(n + 3) where n represents the number of items 
that part of the scale. Thus, a = 0.57 is the critical value for the scales with 4 items. Both 
values are greater than the requested critical values and therefore reliability could be 
assumed. 
Table 5.2: Cronbach Alpha Scores for Strategy Scales used in the Study 
Items Cronbach's Alpha No. of Items 
Resource Orientation: Uniqueness 0.883 7 
Resource Orientation: Dynamism 0.787 5 
Resource Orientation: Synergy 0.773 3 
Market Orientation: Competitor Focus 0.662 4 
Market Orientation: Interfunction Coordination 0.616 4 
Market Orientation: Customer Focus 0.770 6 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
In order to contextualise the discussion of differences in strategy formulation, this section 
of the thesis first considers the relationship between resource-orientation and market-
orientation and, second, presents some characteristics as a whole. The main findings of the 
basic descriptive statistics of the main variables RBV and MBV are given in tables 5.3 and 
5.4. 
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In this study all scores from 1 to 7 can be classified for resource-orientation and for market-
orientation. Furthermore, the results show that the foundries consider market-orientation as 
being more important than resource-orientation. The problem with the presentation of 
results as arithmetic means is that they rarely tell the full story; they will be the result of 
above and below the mean scores and it is in these deviations that a more thorough 
understanding is found. Thus, the main differences in the perception regarding the strategy 
scale items are highlighted in the following. Overall, the standard deviation data suggests 
that the various items of MBV scores are much more closely around the mean than the 
various items ofRBV (standard deviation MBV=1.226; standard deviation RBV=1.554). 
RBV-Uniqueness 
84 people answered the questions regarding the item uniqueness. The mean varies from 
4.42 to 5.50, with standard deviations from 1.245 to 1.660, and this shows the tendency to 
consider uniqueness to be very important and the most important item ofRBV. 
RB V-Dynamism 
84 people answered the questions regarding the item dynamism. The mean varies from 4.18 
to 5.05 with standard deviations varying from 1.151 to 1.831, and reveals that the 
companies consider all items as less important or important. 
RB V-Synergy 
Again, all 84 people answered the questions regarding the item synergy. From the results, it 
may be seen that the mean of all 3 items is lower and varies within the interval from 4.68 to 
4.74. The standard deviations range from 1.345 to 1.570, and reveals that while some 
indicate that synergy is only less important, others consider this item as important. Among 
the RBV elements synergy is considered to be less important. 
MBV-Customer Focus 
83 people answered the questions regarding the item customer focus. From the results, it 
may be seen that the mean of all 6 items is very high and varies within the interval 4.69 to 
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6.14. Thus, all 6 items were considered to be very important. The standard deviations vary 
from 0.885 to 1.689. 
AfBV-Interfunction Coordination 
83 people answered the questions regarding the item interfunction coordination. From the 
results it can be seen that the foundries consider interfunction coordination as important, 
but within all elements of MBV the item interfunction coordination has the lowest means 
(4.61 to 5.00). The standard deviations vary from 1.055 to 1.505. 
MBV-Competitor Focus 
83 people answered the questions regarding the item competitor focus. The mean varies 
from 4.56 to 5.76 with standard deviations varying from 1.016 to 1.508, and reveals that the 
companies consider all items as important or very important. Competitor focus is along 
with customer focus considered to be the most important item of the strategy scale. 
Table 5.3: Basic Descriptive Statistics of the Strategy Scale RBV (1) 
Items N Mean Std. Min Mill 
Deviation 
Resource Orientation: Uniqueness 
We constantly strive to ensure that our resources cannot be easily 84 5.50 1.340 1 7 
imitated by competitors 
We have dedicated much time and effort to ensure that it would be 84 4.56 1.660 I 7 
difficult for another company to acquire the same resources which 
we have 
We constantly strive to ensure that it would be almost impossible to 84 4.71 1.541 1 7 
use our combination of resources in another corporation 
We monitor our key resources to determine if competitors would be 84 4.42 1.562 1 7 
able to replicate them 
We try to make certain that our competitors find it difficult to 84 4.82 1.584 I 7 
determine the resources that may lead to our success 
Our strategy is geared toward ensuring competitors would find it 84 4.79 1.406 1 7 
difficult to imitate our resource base 
Resource Orientation: Dynamism 
We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for collaborative 84 4.18 1.831 1 7 
problem solving with stakeholders 
We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for collective 84 4.40 1.701 I 7 
learning within the company 
We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for innovation 84 4.85 1.639 1 7 
within the company 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
116 
Table 5.3: Basic Descriptive Statistics of the Strategy Scale RBV (2) 
Items N Mean Std. Min Max 
Deviation 
Our resources are the principle drivers used to develop strategies that 84 5.05 1.559 I 7 
enable us to achieve efficiency or effectiveness 
Resource Orientation: Synergy 
We work to ensure that our resources span (provide benefits to) 84 4.73 1.570 I 7 
different levels within the company 
We work to ensure our resources span (provide benefits to) several 84 4.68 1.458 I 7 
departments 
We share key resources across departments to ensure they lack a 84 4.74 1.345 I 7 
clearly identifiable owner 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
Table 5.4: Basic Descriptive Statistics of the Strategy Scale MBV 
Items N Mean Std. Min Mu 
Deviation 
Market Orientation: Customer Focus 
Our strategy for competitive advantage is based on our understanding of our 84 5.70 0.967 3 7 
customers' needs 
We constantly monitor our level of commitment and orientation toward 84 4.69 1.560 I 7 
customers 
We measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently 84 4.73 1.689 I 7 
Our objectives are driven primarily by customer satisfaction 84 5.31 0.957 2 7 
We give close attention to after-sales service 83 6.14 0.8S5 4 7 
Our market strategies are driven by our understanding of possibilities for 83 5.56 0.949 3 7 
creating value for our customers 
Market Orientation: Interfunction Coordination 
All of our functions (not just marketing!sales) are responsive to and integrated 84 4.69 1.431 I 7 
in serving markets 
Information on customers, marketing successes, and marketing failures are 84 5.00 1.280 I 7 
communicated across functions in the business 
We share programs and resources with other business units in the corporation 84 4.61 1.505 I 7 
Market Orientation: Competitor Focus 
Our salespeople regularlY share information within our business concerning 84 4.98 1.086 2 7 
competitors' strategies 
We respond rapidly to competitive actions that threaten us 84 4.56 1.508 I 7 
Top management regularly discusses competitors' strengths and strategies 84 5.25 1.016 2 7 
We target customers and customer groups where we have or can develop a 84 5.76 1,025 3 7 
competitive advantage 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.8 presents the summary results of the strategy scales which suggest that MBV was 
regarded higher as RBV. 
Figure 5.8: Summary Results by Strategy Scales MBV and RBV 
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Figure 5.9 makes use of the conceptual model and shows the distribution of the whole 
sample across strategy orientations (RBV and MBV). In keeping with common practice 
when using the MSLQ, the dividing line between a high and low score of each of the scales 
is the central point on the scales (Adcroft, 20 10): in using a 7 -point Likert-scale, 
respondents who scored above 4.0 ("neither agree nor disagree ") were classified as having 
high RBV and MBV, and those who scored below 4.0 were classified as having low RBV 
and MBV. Respondents who scored above 6.0 were classified as having very high RBV 
and very high MBV. If we use the conceptual model to look at the distribution of the whole 
sample across strategy orientations (RBV and MBV), some interesting patterns begin to 
emerge. At first , the distribution provides a general indication of the strength of the 
relationship between the two variables. Across the sample, foundries that formulate their 
strategies using a resource-orientation and a market orientation were high: almost 85 per 
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cent of all respondents used resource-orientation and market-orientation while formulating 
a strategy and, of the remainder, the majority of companies used a market-orientation in 
order to formulate a strategy. Approximately 10 per cent of these respond ends had very 
high scores for both RBV and MBV. Only 5 per cent of the sample had both low RBV and 
MBV scores and could, therefore, be classified as not fonnulating their strategies based on 
resource-orientation or market-orientation. In addition, it adds weight to the conceptual 
model developed in the literature review which suggests that strategy formulation is best 
viewed as a blend of resource-orientation and market-orientation. 
Figure 5.9: Distribution of the Total Sample by Strategy Orientation 
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Figure 5.9 does not give definitive answers, because there is no indication of a curvilinear 
relationship. Pall ant (2010) proposed following up calculating a Pearson product-moment 
correlation for these two variables if the distributions are roughly normal. Therefore, figure 
5.10 and figure 5.11 show the histograms of RBV and MBY. Both histograms follow 
broadly the shape of the normal curve. The scores are reasonably normally distributed, with 
most scores occurring in the centre, tapering out towards the extremes. The nom1al 
distribution of the scores for RBV and MBV is verified in the results of the Kolmogorov-
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Srnimov test of normality. The Kolrnogorov-Srnimov test assesses the nomlality of the 
distribution of scores, whereby a non-significant result (Sig. value of more than 0.05) 
indicates normality (Pall ant, 2010). In both cases the distribution is nonnal (RBV: 
Sig.=0.910, df=0.380; MBV: Sig.=0.91O, df=0.379) (table 5.5). 
Figure 5.10: Distribution of RBV 
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Table 5.5: Test of Normality 
Test of Nonnality Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
RBV MBV 
Sig. 0.910 0.910 
df 0.380 0.379 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
5.3.2 Globalization 
This section presents basic descriptive statistics of globalization perception (table 5.6). On 
the 7-point scale, the lowest mean score across the sample for globalization opportunities 
was 5.01 and the highest was 5.45. The lowest mean score for globalization threats was 
5.20 and the highest 5.78. 
Table 5.6: Basic Descriptive Statistics of the Variable Globalization Perception (1) 
Items N Mean Std. Min Max 
Deviation 
Globalization Threats 
Globalization has increased the number of 82 5.61 1.698 I 7 
competitors my company is facing 
Globalization has increased the level of competition 82 5.78 1.406 I 7 
my company is facing 
Globalization has made it difficult for my company 82 5.49 1.542 1 7 
to out-compete the competitors 
Globalization has increased the difficulty in 82 5.24 1.740 1 7 
forecasting demand for my company's products 
Markets have become increasingly uncertain due to 82 5.60 1.586 1 7 
globalization 
Globalization has caused unpredictable changes in 82 5.21 1.817 I 7 
consumer purchasing patterns 
Globalization has increased the costs of my 82 5.35 1.731 I 7 
business operations 
Globalization adds complexity to my business 82 5.20 1.788 I 7 
operations 
Globalization Opportunities 
Globalization has increased my company's 82 5.45 1.806 1 7 
opportunities to develop customer markets 
worldwide 
Globalization has increased my company's 82 5.21 1.831 1 7 
opportunities for trade and investment 
Globalization has increased my company's market 82 5.05 1.911 1 7 
potential 
Globalization has increased my company's 82 5.15 1.813 1 7 
opportunities to access raw materials and labour 
worldwide 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.6: Basic Descriptive Statistics of the Variable Globalization Perception (2) 
Items N Mean Std. Min Max 
Deviation 
GlobalizatioD has increased my company' s 82 5.20 1.875 I 7 
opportunities to expand my company' s products 
and/or markets 
Globalization has facilitated my company' s 82 5.0 1 1.882 I 7 
international market expansion 
Globalization has made it easy for my company to 82 5.1 7 1.8 11 I 7 
identify potential customers 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
In this study all scores from 1 to 7 can be classified for globalization. In terms of level of 
globalization, the data suggest that GMO as well as GMT are considered to be very 
important for the foundries. However, there were also some differences in the perception. 
For example, the results show that the foundries consider globalization threats as being 
more important than globalization opportunities (figure 5.12). 
Figure 5.12: Summary Results by Globalization 
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In the next stage of data analysis, Cronbach's coefficient alpha (a) was calculated to assess 
the internal consistency of a set of items (Pett et aI., 2003). Table 5.7 presents the Cronbach 
alpha scores for GMO and GMT. From the data collected and the alpha scores, we can be 
reasonably certain that both are reliable, because the Cronbach coefficient alpha scores are 
greater than 0.7 (DeVellis, 2003). 
Table 5.7: Cronbach Alpha Scores for GMO and GMT 
Items Cronbach's Alpha No. of Items 
GMO 0.883 7 
GMT 0.950 8 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
Figure 5.13 makes use of the conceptual model and shows the distribution of the whole 
sample across globalization perception (GMO and GMT). In using a 7-point Likert-scale, 
respondents who scored above 4.0 ("neither agree nor disagree") were classified as having 
high GMO and GMT, and those who scored below 4.0 ("neither agree nor disagree") were 
classified as having low GMO and GMT. The distribution provides a general indication of 
the strength of the relationship between the two variables. Across the sample, foundries 
viewed globalization opportunities and threats as high: almost 75 per cent of all 
respondents viewed GMO and GMT as high and, of the remainder, the companies viewed 
only GMT as high (about 10 per cent). Only 15 per cent of the sample had both low GMO 
and GMT scores and could, therefore, be classified as not seeing the effects of globalization 
as significant. In addition, it adds weight to the conceptual model earlier which suggests 
that globalization is best viewed as a blend of globalization opportunities and globalization 
threats. 
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Figure 5.13: Distribution ofthe Total Sample by GMO and GMT 
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Figure 5.14 and figure 5.15 show the histograms of GMO and GMT. Both histograms 
follow broadly the shape of the nom1al curve. The scores are reasonably nonnally 
distributed, with most scores occurring in the centre. The Kolmogorov-Smimov test shows 
that both distributions are nonnal (GMO: Sig.=1.275; df=O.138; GMT: Sig.= 1.247; 
df=O.138 ; (table 5.8). 
124 
Figure 5.14: Distribution of GMO 
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Figure 5.15: Distribution of GMT 
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Table 5.8: Test of Normality 
Test of Normality Kolmogorov-Smimov 
GMO GMT 
Sig. 1.275 1.247 
df 0.138 0.138 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
5.3.3 Performance 
The main findings of the basic descriptive statistics of the variable performance are given in 
table 5.9. On the 7-point scale, the lowest mean score across the sample for performance 
was 4.73 and the highest was 5.54. In this study all scores from 1 to 7 can be classified for 
performance. One of the main outcomes of the mean is that, overall, managers view their 
strategy making as having a positive contribution to performance. 
Table 5.9: Performance Scale Items 
Performance N Mean Std. Min Mu 
Deviation 
Our strategy making has achieved our proposed 84 4.73 1.516 1 7 
objective 
We are satisfied with our overall benefits from 84 4.73 1.459 1 7 
strategy making 
The way we make strategy makes a real 84 5.54 1.023 2 7 
contribution to the performance of our business 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
The Cronbach coefficient alpha (a) is 0.770 and greater than 0.7, suggesting a very good 
internal consistency reliability for the scale (DeVellis, 2003) (table 5.10). Thus, for the 
scale with 3 items, reliability could be assumed. 
Table 5.10: Reliability Statistics of the Item Performance 
Cronbach's Alpha No.ofltems 
0.770 3 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
Figure 5.16 presents the distribution for the entire sample. In terms of normal distribution 
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the scores are reasonably normally distributed, with most scores occurring in the centre, 
tapering out towards the extremes. 
Figure 5.16: Distribution of Performance 
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The normal distribution of the scores for performance is verified in the results of the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality (Sig.= 1.213, df=O.131) (table 5.11). 
Table 5.11: Test of Normality 
Test ofNonnality Kolmogorov-Smimov 
Perfomlance 
Sig. 1.213 
df 0.131 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
5.3.4 Alliances 
The main findings of the basic descriptive statistics of the variable alliances are given in 
table 5.12. In this study all scores from I to 7 can be classified for alliances. On the 7-point 
scale, the lowest mean score across the sample for alliances was 4.65 and the highest was 
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4.84. Thus, all 4 items were considered important. The standard deviations vary from 1.746 
to 1.933. 
Table 5.12: Individual Items of Alliances 
Items N Mean Std. Min Max 
Deviation 
Globalization has made it easy for my company to 82 4.84 1.746 1 7 
cooperate with other companies in at least one 
marketing activity (e.g. selling, production, R&D, 
distribution etc.) 
Both my company and other companies in the 82 4.78 1.925 1 7 
marketing alliance contribute different resources to 
the relationship that help us achieve mutual goals 
Both my company and other companies in the 82 4.65 1.933 1 7 
marketing alliance have complementary strengths 
that are useful to our relationshio 
Both my company and other companies in the 82 4.68 1.865 1 7 
marketing alliance separate abilities that, when 
combined together, enable us to achieve goals 
bevond our individual reach 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
The Cronbach coefficient alpha (a) is 0.910, suggesting a very good internal consistency 
reliability for the items (Table 5.13). Thus, for the 4 items reliability could be assumed. 
Table 5.13: Reliability Statistics of the Item Alliances 
Cronbach's Alpha No. of Items 
0.910 4 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
The distribution of alliances is shown in figure 5.17. In terms of normal distribution the 
scores are reasonably normally distributed. The result of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of 
normality verifies the normality of the distribution of scores (Sig. value=0.450, df=0.950). 
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Figure 5.17: Distribution of Alliances 
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Table 5.14: Test of Normality 
Test of Nonnality 
Sig. 
df 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
5.4 Sub-Group Analysis 
5.4.1 Strategy Scale Items 
6 .0 &.0 
Kolmogorov-Smimov 
Alliances 
0.450 
0.950 
In measuring the differences betv/een various respondents, this chapter begins with the 
derivation of the various subgroups. Dealing with various subgroups allows for two 
important points of analysis. First, it facilitates an understanding of the diversity of 
responses within any given subgroup and, second, it allows for an easy comparison 
between different subgroups which is important for elaborating any differences that may 
arise from geographic or institutional specific patterns, size of the company, degree of 
internationalization, the responsibility of strategy fonnulation . Overall, the foundries 
supply their goods to 23 countries. What is most important at this point is not to understand 
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the complexities of all vanous country characteristics and their differences, but to 
appreciate in broad tenns the importance for strategy fonnulation. At the most fundamental 
level, the differences arise from the simple fact that countries are different. 
Companies that are looking for business opportunities abroad consider the foreign market's 
institutional environment, i.e. the opportunities and threats that a foreign market bring to a 
company is a trade-off between the two. On this basis, two key differences are identified. 
First, market factors such as the gross domestic product per capita at nominal values, GDP 
growths, distance from Gennany, whether the market is within European Union or not, 
whether the foreign country has certain trading agreements with Gennany etc. and, second, 
institutional factors such as economic freedom, rule of law etc. Figure 5.18 reflects these 
issues diagrammatically by focusing on the two main issues, namely gross domestic 
product per capita at nominal values as an indication of market factors (International 
Monetary Fund, 2012), and, as an indication of institutional factors, economic freedom 
(Miller et aI., 2012). 
Gross domestic product per capita at nominal values is the value of all final goods and 
services produced within a nation in a given year, converted at market exchange rates to 
current U.S. Dollars, divided by the average population for the same year (Wikipedia, 
19.02.2011). 
Economic freedom is the fundamental right of every person to control his or her own labour 
and property. In an economically free society, individuals are free to work, produce, 
consume, and invest in any way they please, with that freedom both protected by the state 
and unconstrained by the state (Miller et aI, 2012). 
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Figure 5.18: Foreign Market's Institutional Environment Orientation Matrix 
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Figure 5.18 presents the results for each of the countries under discussion. The vertical axis 
measures the gross domestic product per capita at nominal values (International Monetary 
Fund, 2011). Movement up the axis results in a greater value of GDP. Countries which 
have a GDP of greater than 39,000 USD were classified as having high GDP and those who 
scored below 39,000 USD were classified as having low GDP. The horizontal axis 
measures the economic freedom. Countries which have an economic freedom of greater 
than 55 (from 100) were classified as having high economic freedom and those who scored 
below 55 were classified as having low economic freedom. 
On the basis of the two axes in figure 5.18, four situations can be distinguished. In quadrant 
1, countries have a high GDP (nominal) and high economic freedom. Countries with a low 
GDP (nominal) and high economic freedom are shown in quadrant 2. Countries with a low 
GDP (nominal) and low economic freedom are shown in quadrant 3. No countries have 
been mentioned in the survey with a high GDP (nominal) and low economic freedom 
(quadrant 4). Thus, these three subgroups were identified in the survey for further analysis. 
Furthennore, three geographical subgroups such as Europe, Asia and USA were considered. 
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Figure 5.19: Country Specifics Subgroups for the Analysis 
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The findings now turn to data across the subgroups of the variables MBV and RBV (table 
5.15). In tenns of level of strategy-fonnulation, the data suggests that there are a few 
significant differences among the subgroups. Consistent with the data already presented, all 
foundries showed high levels of both MBV and RBV. Perhaps of most concern is, again, 
that MBV is considered to be more important. On the 7-point scale, the lowest mean score 
of RBV across the sub-groups is 4.61 and the highest was 5.65. The lowest mean score of 
MBV across the sample is 4.04 and the highest was 6.01. There were, however, some 
significant variations across the units of analysis. The sharpest fall in RBV was between the 
size of the finns ; for example, small finns demonstrated the lowest level of RBV -S (4.09) 
and the highest level of RBV-DY (5.20). Large finns, in contrast, viewed RBV-S within 
the RBV elements (5.68) to be very important. There were also significant differences 
within the MBV scale: large finns consider MBV -IC to be very important (6.0 I) while 
small finns viewed MBV -IC as not very important (4.28). 
Perhaps the most significant differences in RBV were between the foreign markets: 
foundries supplying to countries within subgroup 1 demonstrated the highest level of RBV 
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(4.50 to 5.26), but the lowest level of MBV (4.15 to 5.14). Furthermore, another most 
significant result in subgroup 1 is, for example, that foundries supplying to countries within 
this sample demonstrated significantly higher levels ofRBV (4.50 to 5.26) than MBV (4.15 
to 5.14). There were further significant variations across the units of foreign markets. For 
example, the results show that firms doing business in Europe, USA or Asia have very high 
levels of market-orientation, especially in terms ofMBV-CUF, e.g. mean subgroup Europe 
5.35, subgroup USA 5.38 and Asia 5.21. The data in terms ofMBV in the foreign markets 
Europe, USA and Asia vary between 4.89 and 5.39 with most data greater than 5.00. The 
data in terms of RBV vary between 4.57 and 5.07 with only one mean greater than 5.00 
(RBV-U for firms operating in Asia: 5.07). 
In order to delve deeper into this data, we now turn to consider the significance of these 
mean scores as presented in table 5.15. The p-values from an independent samples t-test 
suggest that there were, at a minimum of 95 % confidence levels, a number of significant 
differences in some subgroups in terms of both RBV and MBV (marked yellow). Table 
5.15 shows that were statistically significant differences in terms of RBV -S between small 
and large firms, between subgroup 1 and non subgroup 1 and in terms of RBV -S and RBV-
U between subgroup 2 and non subgroup 2. In terms of MBV, there were statistically 
significant differences in MBV between small and large firms, between domestic and 
international firms in terms of MBV-CF and MBV-IC, between subgroup 1 and non 
subgroup 1 in terms ofMBV-CF and MBV-IC, and between subgroup 2 and non subgroup 
2 in terms ofMBV-CF and MBV-IC. 
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Table 5.15: Subgroup Analysis Strategy Scales (1) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Firm: Turnover > ID Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs :: Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager: Sub~Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: It;tly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary , Poland. Slovenia. Sub.Group 
3: Russ ia, Cbina. India ) 
Unit of RBV MBV 
Analysis 
RBV-U RBV-DY RBV-S MBV-CF MBV-IC MBV-CUF 
Mean Total 4.91 4.77 4.71 5.14 4.90 5.35 
Sample 
Size of the 
Firm 
Mean small 4.67 5.20 4.09 4.04 4.28 5.36 
Firms 
Mean large 4.73 5.06 5.68 5.04 6.01 4.70 
Firms 
P-Value 0.811 0.419 0.000 0.015 0.000 0.01 5 
Degree of 
Internalization 
Mean Domestic 4.74 4.90 5.00 4.26 4.94 4.98 
Mean 4.95 4.77 4.69 5.26 5.99 5.02 
International 
P-Value 0.590 0.760 0.490 0.007 0.001 0.894 
Formulating 
Strategy 
Mean TOMs 4.81 5.17 5.10 4.68 5.35 4.99 
Mean MOMs 4.86 5.11 5.40 4.89 5.67 5.02 
P-Value 0.849 0.730 0.486 0.622 0.393 0.926 
Foreign-
Markets 
Mean Sub- 5.05 5.26 4.50 4.15 4.85 5.14 
Group I 
Mean Non Sub- 4.73 5. 11 5.62 5.09 5.77 4.94 
Group I 
P-Value 0.211 0.394 0.003 0.01 3 0.01 4 0.454 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.15: Subgroup Analysis Strategy Scales (2) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Mill ion €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Mi ll ion f : TO Ms=Foundry Manager. MO Ms =' Owner, Managing Direclor, Sales Manag.er: Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. US A. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-G roup 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Po land. Slovenlll . SUb-Group 
3' Russ ia China. India) 
Unit of RBV MBV 
Analysis 
RBV-U RBV-DY RBV-S MBV-CF MBV-IC MBV-CUF 
Mean Sub- 4.6 1 5.09 4.85 4.40 4.97 5.13 
Group 2 
Mean Non Sub- 5. 12 5.24 5.65 5.1 7 6.00 4.88 
Group 2 
P-Value 0.032 0.200 0.029 0.038 0.001 0.314 
Mean Sub- 4.76 5. 13 5.10 4.59 5.34 4.91 
Group 3 
Mean Non Sub- 5.07 5.23 5.58 5.2 1 5.74 5.30 
Group 3 
P-Value 0. 252 0.637 0.253 0.073 0.279 0.154 
Mean Sub- 4,92 4,7 1 4,71 5,07 4.89 5,35 
Group Europe 
Mean Non Sub- 4,92 4,79 4,69 5,22 4,94 5,29 
Group Europe 
P-Value 0,98 0,77 0,94 0,46 0,83 0,76 
Mean Sub- 4,67 4.53 4.41 5,32 4,89 5,38 
Group USA 
Mean Non Sub- 4,99 4,86 4,83 5,09 4,92 5.23 
Group USA 
P-Value 0,30 0,29 0,19 0,30 0,91 0,47 
Mean Sub- 5.07 4,98 4,77 5,17 4,99 5,21 
Group Asia 
Mean Non Sub- 4.88 4,73 4,73 5,13 4,89 5.39 
Group Asia 
P-Value 0,53 0,43 0,90 0,85 0,68 0,3 7 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.4.2 Globalization 
The findings now turn to data which focuses on the issue of differences in the perception of 
globalization opportunities and globalization threats between the subgroups. Table 5.16 
shows that there were some significant variations across the units of analysis. The results 
showed that the subgroups had different levels of globalization perception. For example, 
smaller foundries viewed globalization opportunities (4.09) and threats (4.28) as not having 
a significant influence on their business. Foundries, with a turnover of greater than 10 
million € viewed globalization opportunities (5.68) as well as threats (5.99) as having a 
significant influence on their business. 
Furthermore, there were also some interesting differences between foundries at different 
levels of domestic or overseas activities according to their levels of globalization perception. 
Perhaps the most significant differences in GMO and GMT were between foundries who 
had delivered only in the domestic market and those who had delivered overseas. Foundries 
who had undertaken business only in Germany had lower levels of GMO (mean=3.37) and 
GMT (3.60) than those who had business overseas (GMO: mean=5.43; GMT: mean=5.69). 
Perhaps the most surprising result is the globalization perception of TOMs and MOMs: 
MOMs viewed globalization as having a more significant influence on strategy formulation, 
while TOMs regarded the influence of globalization not so strong. Nevertheless, both 
considered globalization opportunities and threats as high. The lowest mean score across 
this subgroup was 5.10 and the highest was 5.67. 
There were also general differences in GMO and GMT. For example, the differences in the 
globalization perceptions in the entire sample and in the subgroups following the same 
pattern: GMT is always considered to be more significant than GMO. Again, there were 
smaller differences between the foundries in different markets: subgroup 2 consider GMT 
as well as GMO to be greater than subgroups 1 and 3. Overall, the globalization perception 
of the companies which are doing business in USA and Asia were higher than the 
companies which are doing business in Europe. For example, the lowest mean score across 
the subgroups USA and Asia was 5.94 and the highest was 6.06. The lowest mean score 
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across the subgroup Europe was 4.78 and the highest was 5.10. 
The analysis now turns to consider the significance of these mean scores as presented in 
table 5.16. The p-values suggest that there were, at a minimum of 95% confidence level, a 
number of significant differences between the subgroups in tenns of both GMO and GMT. 
For example, there were statistically significant differences in GMO and GMT between 
small finns and large finns, and between domestic and international finns. Furthem10re, 
there were statistically significant differences in the perception of globalization threats 
between foundries which had business in the subgroups 1 and 2. In tenns of GMO and 
GMT there were no significant differences between TOMs and MOMs. 
Table 5.16: Subgroup Analysis Globalization (1) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million E. Large Firm: Turno\'er > 10 Million f: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs '" Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager. Sub.Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. lovenia. Sub-Group 
3' Russia China India) 
Unit of Analysis GMO GMT 
Total Sample 5.18 5.43 
Size of the Firm 
Mean small Finns 4.09 4.28 
Mean large Finns 5.68 6.01 
P-Value 0.000 0.000 
Degree of Internalization 
Mean Domestic 3.37 3.60 
Mean International 5.43 5.69 
P-Value 0.000 0.000 
Formulating Strategy 
Mean TOMs 5.1 0 5.35 
Mean MOMs 5.40 5.67 
P-Value 0.486 0.393 
Foreign-Markets 
Mean Sub-Group I 5.62 5.77 
Mean Non Sub-Group 1 4.50 4.85 
P-Value 0.078 0.014 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.16: Subgroup Analysis Globalization (2) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < J 0 Million t . Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Mill ion €; TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs = Owner. Man:1ging Director. Sales Manage r: Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. f inland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spa in. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary, Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3: Russia. China. India) 
Unit of Analysis GI\10 GMT 
Mean Sub-Group 2 5.66 6.00 
Mean Non Sub-Group 2 4.85 4.97 
P-Value 0.416 0.02 1 
Mean Sub-Group 3 5.58 5.74 
Mean Non Sub-Group 3 5.10 5.34 
P-Value 0.127 0.224 
Foreign Markets 
Mean USA 6.03 6.06 
Mean Non USA 5.00 5.28 
P-Value 0.022 0.047 
Mean Asia 5.94 6.00 
Mean Non Asia 5.01 5.28 
P-Va1ue 0.003 0.0 12 
Mean Europe 4.78 5.10 
Mean Non-Europe 5.96 6.03 
P-Value 0.002 0.004 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
5.4.3 Performance 
The findings now turn to consider the differences of the mean scores and the significance of 
these mean scores in the various subgroups for performance (table 5.17). Across the sample 
there are a few significant variations across the subgroups. The results for performance 
show that foundries had in some subgroups different levels of perception regarding the 
contribution of strategy formulation on performance. One of the most interesting and 
unexpected findings from the survey relates to the importance of strategy fommlation : 
especially the differences in performance between foundries which are smaller and those 
which are bigger, because small firms had higher levels of the contribution of their strategy 
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making on perfonnance than larger finns. 
The subsamples' degree of internationalization and foreign markets show comparable 
levels of perfonnance. Similar results are shown also in the subsampJe fonnulating 
strategy: TOMs and MOMs viewed the contribution of strategy making on perfonnance as 
high but more or less comparable. The appreciation of the foundries in subgroup 3 
regarding the influence of strategy fonnulation on perfonnance showed a high mean (5.30). 
The foundries in this market segment viewed strategy fonnulation as having a significant 
influence on perfonnance, while foundries which had not done business in this subgroup 
regarded the influence as not so strong (4.91). Foundries which are doing business in Asia 
and Europe had slightly higher levels of the contribution of strategy making on 
perfonnance than foundries which are doing business in the USA. 
The analysis now turns to consider the significance of these mean scores as presented in 
figure 5.17. The p-values from an independent samples t-test suggest that there were, at a 
minimum of 95 % confidence levels, statistically significant differences in perfornlance 
only between small and large finns. 
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Table 5.17: Subgroup Analysis Performance (1) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Mill ion €. Large Finn: Turnover > J 0 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager, MOMs ::: Owner, Managing Director. Sales Manager; Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republi c. Hungary. Poland. Slovenia. Sub-Group 
3: Russia. China. India) 
Unit of Analysis Performance 
Total Sample 5.00 
Unit of Analysis Performance 
Size of the Firm 
Mean small Finns 5.36 
Mean large Finns 4.70 
P-Value 0.015 
Degree of Internalization 
Mean Domestic 5.03 
Mean International 4.99 
P-Value 0.912 
Formulating Strategy 
Mean TOMs 4.99 
Mean MOMs 5.02 
P-Value 0.926 
Foreign-Markets 
Mean Sub-Group 1 4.94 
Mean Non Sub-Group I 5.14 
P-Value 0.664 
Mean Sub-Group 2 4.88 
Mean Non Sub-Group 2 5.13 
P-Value 0.396 
Mean Sub-Group 3 5.30 
Mean Non Sub-Group 3 4.91 
P-Value 0.368 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.17: Subgroup Analysis Performance (2) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €, Large Finn: Turnover> IQ Million €; TOMs=Foundry Manager, MOMs ~ Owner, Managing Director, Sales Manager; Sub-Group I: Norway, 
Sweden, Netherlands, Austria, Finland, USA, Belgium, France, England, Denmark, Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain, South Korea, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia, Sub-Group 
3: Russia, China, India) 
Unit of Analysis Performance 
Foreign Markets 
Mean USA 4,91 
Mean Non USA 5,04 
P-Value 0,655 
Mean Asia 5,19 
Mean Non Asia 4,95 
P-Value 0.424 
Mean Europe 5,03 
Mean Non Europe 4,98 
P-Value 0,833 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
5.4.4 Alliances 
The data across the subgroups of the variable alliances is presented in table 5.18 and shows 
some significant variations across the units of analysis. The results for alliances show that 
the foundries with different sizes and degrees of internationalization had differing levels of 
scores. For example, the results for alliances show that domestic firms had significantly 
lower levels of alliances (2.77) than international firms (5.01). Moreover, smaller foundries 
(4.04) had lower levels of alliances than larger foundries (5.04). There were also some 
interesting differences between firms who had done business in Asia, the USA or Europe 
and those who had not: foundries who had undertaken business in Asia, the USA or Europe 
had higher levels of alliances than those who had not. Perhaps the most significant 
differences in alliances were between firms who had business in Asia (5.39) and those who 
had not (4.57). The results for subgroup 3 (China, India, Russia) showed that firms in this 
market-segment had also high levels of alliances. Again, there were no differences between 
TOMs and MOMs. Both subgroups viewed the possibility of alliances as important. 
The analysis now turns to the significance of these means scores as presented in table 5.18. 
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The p-values suggest that there were, at a minimum of 95 % confidence levels, significant 
differences between some foundri es in terms of alliances. For example, there were 
statistically significant differences between small fin11S and large firms, domestic and 
international firms, and between the foreign markets, especially foundries who had 
undertaken business in the countries of subgroup 3 and firms who had business in Asia. 
Table 5.18: Subgroup Analysis Alliances (1) 
(Sma ll Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f ; TOMs::Foundry Manuger. MOMs = Owner. Managing Director. Sales Munugcr: Sub-Group 1: NorwlIY. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub.(i roup 2: Ita ly, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic, Hungary. Poland, lovcni n. Sub-Group 
3' Russ ia China India) 
Unit of Analysis Alliances 
Total Sample 4.74 
Size of the Firm 
Mean small Finns 4.04 
Mean large Finns 5.04 
P-Value 0.0 15 
Degree of Internalization 
Mean Domestic 2.77 
Mean International 5.0 1 
P-Value 0.000 
Formulating Strategy 
Mean TOMs 4.68 
Mean MOMs 4.89 
P-Value 0.622 
Sub-Groups 
Mean Sub-Group I 5.09 
Mean Non Sub-Group 1 4.15 
P-Value 0.181 
Mean Sub-G roup 2 5.17 
Mean Non Sub-Group 2 4.40 
P-Value 0.329 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.18: Subgroup Analysis Alliances (2) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Mill ion €: TO Ms"" Foundry Manager. MO Ms lE Owner. Managing Direclor. Su les Manager: Sub·Grollp I : NorwlIY. 
Sweden, Netherl ands. Austria. Fi nl and. US A. Belgium. fru nce. England. Denmark . Sub-G roup 2: Ituly, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Po \nnd . Slovcni n, Sub-Group 
3: Russia. China. Ind ia) 
Unit of Analysis Alliances 
Mean Sub-Group 3 5.21 
Mean Sub-Group 3 4.59 
P-Value 0.0 13 
Foreign Markets 
Mean USA 5.04 
Mean Non USA 4.68 
P-Value 0.420 
Mean Asia 5.39 
Mean Non Asia 4.57 
P-Value 0.0 13 
Mean Europe 4.52 
Mean Non Europe 5.1 6 
P-Value 0.075 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
5.5 Correlations 
In order to contextualise the discussion of differences with regard to the effects of 
globalization on strategy fom1Ulation , this section of the thesis wi ll first consider some 
simple correlation analyses of the sample as a whole and, second, present some 
characteristics of all the constructs and, third, test the statistical significance of the results. 
Furthermore, the effects of strategy formulation based on resource-orientation and market-
orientation on performance and the level of alliances are shown. 
5.5.1 Strategy Scales and Globalization Perception 
Cohen et al. (2003) suggest that, in studies of this nature, the following guidelines for the 
interpretation of the values between 0 and 1 can be classified (table 5.19). These guidelines 
apply whether or not there is a negative sign in front of the r value (Pall ant, 20 I 0). 
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Table 5.19: Interpretation ofthe Correlation Coefficient 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient (r) 
Low Correlation r = 0.10 to 0.29 
Medium Correlation r = 0.30 to 0.49 
High Correlation r = 0.50 to 1.00 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
Table 5.20 presents the results of a basic Pearson ' s correlation calculation of resource-
orientation and globalization opportunities, which suggest that, first, there is only a low 
correlation between RBV and globalization opportunities for the total sample, and second, 
that there are, however, some significant variations across the subgroups for the different 
elements. For example, the results show that there is only a medium correlation in temlS of 
RBV -S and globalization opportunities in the subgroup large firms, and a low correlation 
between RBV-U, RBV-DY and globalization opportunities in the subgroup large firms . 
The scores for the element RBV -S for large firms, and firms who have been doing business 
in Europe can be classified as representing a medium correlation. In terms of correlation, 
the data for the subgroup formulating strategy suggest as a generalization, that MOMs have 
higher correlations whilst TOMs only have a low (but negative) correlation for the element 
RBV -So Large firms and firms who have undertaken business in Europe consider RBV -S to 
be more important than smaller firms . On the other hand, firms who have undertaken 
business in Asia consider RBV -U to be most important. Only the result presented in the 
subgroup USA shows that there is a high (but negative) correlation between globalization 
and RBV-S and RBV-U. What this suggests is that as globalization opportunities increase, 
strategy formulation based on resource-orientation RBV-S and RBV-U becomes weaker 
rather than stronger. 
Now we will turn to consider the significance of the correlations presented in table 5.20. 
The p-values from a Pearson' s correlation test suggest that there are, at a minimum of 95 % 
confidence level, a number of significant differences between some subgroups in tenns of 
globalization perception. For example, there are statistically significant differences in the 
element RBV-S for the subgroups large firms , MOM, and firms who have undertaken 
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business in Europe, and the USA, and firms who have not undertaken business in subgroup 
1. From the other elements of the resource-scale there are only statistically significant 
differences in terms of RBV-DY and RBV-U for firms who have not done business in 
subgroup 1. Furthermore, in terms of RBV-U there is a statistically significant result for 
firms who have undertaken business in the USA. 
The correlations of RBV and globalization threats are presented in table 5.21. Again, the 
results of a basic Pearson' s correlation calculation of resource-orientation and globalization 
threats suggest that, first, there is only a low correlation between RBV and globalization 
threats for the total sample and, second, that there are, however, some significant variations 
across the units of analysis. For example, the results for the elements of the strategy scale 
REV show that large firms have medium correlations in terms of RBV-DY and RBV-S. 
There is a sharp drop in the correlations between domestic and international firms. For 
example, in terms of RBV -S there is a medium correlation in the subgroup international 
firms and only a low correlation for domestic firms. There are also some interesting 
differences in the foreign subgroups: Firms that do business in subgroup 3 have medium 
correlations for all strategy elements, as do firms in the subgroup Europe, in terms of RBV-
S, and in terms ofREV-U in the subgroup Asia. 
Turning to consider the significance of the correlations presented in table 5.20: In terms of 
REV -S, there are statistically significant differences for the subgroups large and 
international firms, Europe, firms who have done business in subgroup 3, and firms who 
have not undertaken business in the USA. In terms ofRBV-U and RBV-DY, there are only 
statistically significant differences for firms who have not done business in the USA (RBV-
U) and for firms who have not undertaken business in subgroup 1 (RBV-DY). 
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Table 5.20: The Correlation between RVB and Globalization Opportunities (1) 
(Small Firm: TurnovCT < 10 Million €~ Large Finn: Turnover :> 10 Million €: TOMs""' Foundry Manager. MOMs - O"''TIcr. Managing Director. Sales Manager. Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. SutKjroup 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech RepUbl ic. Hungal)', Po land. Sloveni a. Sub-Group 
3' Russia. China. India) 
RBV-U*GMO RBV-DY*GMO RBV-S*GMO 
Pearson's Corre lation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0. 152 0.154 0.190 
Significance Level P 0.173 0.168 0.087 
Size of the Fi rm 
Small Firms 0. 176 0.063 0.122 
Significance Level P 0.254 0.685 0.430 
Large Firms 0.195 0.231 0.395 
Signi ficance Level P 0.255 0.175 0.0 17 
Degree of Internalization 
Domesti c Firms 0.202 0.21 0 0.259 
Sign ificance Level P 0.198 0.181 0.097 
International Firms 0.107 0.046 0.250 
Signifi cance Level P 0.523 0.785 0.13 1 
Form ulating Strategy 
MOM 0.191 0.078 0.269 
Significance Level P 0.140 0.552 0.036 
TOM -0.044 0.025 -0.114 
Signifi cance Level P 0.850 0.9 15 0.624 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I -0.069 0.017 0.025 
Signifi cance Level P 0.629 0.905 0. 861 
Non-Subgroup I 0.450 0.376 0.399 
Significance Level P 0.0 14 0.044 0.032 
Subgroup 2 0.160 -0.165 0.267 
Significance Level P 0.345 0.328 0.111 
Non-Subgroup 2 0.024 0.040 0.025 
Signi fi cance Level P 0.876 0.798 0.870 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.20: The Correlation between RVB and Globalization Opportunities (2) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs = Owner, Managing Director. Sales Manager. Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria . Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Itnly, Spain. South Korea., Czech Repub lic . Hungary, Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3' Russia. China. India) 
RBV-U*G MO RBV-DY*GMO RBV-S*GMO 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0.233 0.037 0.221 
Signi fi cance Level P 0.308 0.873 0.335 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.077 0.006 0.146 
Significance Level P 0.556 0.963 0.267 
Subgroup Europe 0.261 0.090 0.368 
Signifi cance Level P 0.065 0.530 0.008 
Non-Subgroup Non-Europe -0.100 -0.094 -0. 160 
Signi fi cance Level P 0.599 0.623 0.399 
Subgroup USA -0.541 -0.403 -0.556 
Significance Leve l P 0.025 0.109 0.020 
Non-Subgroup Non- USA 0.330 0.164 0.403 
Signifi cance Level P 0.008 0. 194 0.001 
Subgroup Asia 0.376 0.158 0.288 
Significance Leve l P 0.1 25 0.530 0.247 
Non-Subgroup Asia 0.075 -0.010 0.152 
Significance Level P 0.558 0.938 0.233 
Source: He1ko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.21: The Correlation between RVB and Globalization Threats (1) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs "" Owner. Managing Director. Sales Managrr: Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands . Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Ju ly. Spain. South KOTCa. Czech RepUblic. Hunga l)'. Poland. Slovcni a. Sub-Group 
3: Russia, China. India) 
RBV-U*GMT RBV-DY*GMT RBV-S*GMT 
Pearson' s Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0.196 0.154 0.190 
Significance Level P 0.078 0. 168 0.087 
Size of the Firm 
Small Firms 0.229 0.215 0.145 
Significance Level P 0.134 0. 161 0.346 
Large Firms 0.294 0.3 10 0.4 17 
Significance Level P 0.082 0.066 0.011 
Degree of Internalization 
Domestic Firms 0.165 0.268 0.170 
Signi fi cance Level P 0.297 0.086 0.28 1 
International Firms 0.282 0.1 81 0.339 
Significance Level P 0.086 0.278 0.037 
Formulating Strategy 
MOM 0.202 0.117 0.204 
Signi fi cance Level P 0.11 8 0.370 0.11 4 
TOM 0.147 0.277 0.090 
Signi ficance Level P 0.524 0.225 0.697 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I 0.123 0.189 0.119 
Signifi cance Level P 0.387 0.179 0.40 1 
Non-Subgroup I 0.337 0.387 0.209 
Significance Level P 0.074 0.038 0. 11 5 
Subgroup 2 0.073 -0.108 0.109 
Significance Level P 0.668 0.523 0.520 
Non-Subgroup 2 0.121 0.115 0.114 
Signifi cance Level P 0.436 0.456 0.46 1 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.21: The Correlation between RVB and Globalization Threats (2) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Mill ion f : TOMs"" Founciry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managing Di reclor. Sales Manager. Sub·Group I: Norway. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. frJ.nce. England. Denmark. SutrGroup 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Cztch Republic. Hungary. Polund. Slovcnia. ub-Group 
3: Russia. China. India) 
RBV-U*GMT RBV-DY*GMT RBV-S*GMT 
Pearson's Correlation Coeffi cient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0.499 0.338 0.486 
Significance Level P 0.02 1 0.1 34 0.025 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.065 0.068 0.052 
Signifi cance Level P 0.623 0.604 0.692 
Subgroup Europe 0.250 0.165 0.305 
Significance Level P 0.077 0.247 0.029 
Non-Subgroup Non-Europe 0.163 0.167 0.04 1 
Signifi cance Level P 0.389 0.377 0.829 
Subgroup USA -0.200 -0.042 -0.3 11 
Significance Level P 0.44 1 0.874 0.224 
Non-Subgroup Non-USA 0.322 0.229 0.349 
Significance Level P 0.009 0.069 0.005 
Subgroup Asia 0.376 0.158 0.288 
Signifi cance Level P 0.125 0.530 0.247 
Non-Subgroup Asia 0.098 0.075 0.117 
Significance Level P 0.446 0.560 0.36 1 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
The significance of the correlations for the element market-orientation and globalization 
perception is presented in tables 5.22 and 5.23 . The results of a basic Pearson 's correlation 
calculation of market-orientation and globalization opportunities in table 5.22 shows that, 
first , that there is only a low correlation between MBV-CF and MBV-IC and globalization 
opportunities, while there is no correlations between MBV -CUF and globalization 
opportumtles. However, there are some significant variations in a few subgroups. For 
example, there are medium correlations in terms of MBV -CF in the subgroups large fimls , 
and firms who have not done business in subgroup I , and firms who have done business in 
subgroups 2 and 3. In terms of MBV-IC, there are medium correlations for large and 
domestic firms , and for firm s who have not undertaken business in subgroup I , and for 
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firms who have done business in Asia, and high (but negative) correlations for firms who 
have undertaken business in the USA. 
The statistical significance of the correlations of market-orientation and globalization 
opportunities are presented in table 5.22. Generally, the results show that the results of 
MBV for the total sample are not statistically significant. However, in terms of the strategy 
elements, there are statistically significant differences between the subgroups. For example, 
in terms of MBV-CF the results are statistically significant in the subgroups large firms, 
MOMs, firms who have not undertaken business in subgroup 1, and for firms who have 
undertaken business in the USA and Asia. In terms of MBV-IC, the following subgroups 
reach statistical significance: large firms, MOMs, USA. 
There are also further interesting differences in the results of MBV and globalization 
threats as presented in table 5.23. There are low correlations for all MBV elements of the 
total sample. Nevertheless, there are some significant differences among the subgroups. For 
example, in terms of MBV-CF, medium correlations can be found in the subgroups large 
firms, firms who have not undertaken business in subgroup I, firms who have undertaken 
business in subgroup 3, USA and Asia. The sharpest fall in terms of the strategy elements is 
in the subgroup for the firms who have undertaken business in subgroup 2: in terms of 
MBV-CF there is a medium correlation, in terms ofMBV-IC a low, and in terms ofMBV-
CUF there is no correlation. The results in terms of MBV-IC suggest that there are some 
medium correlations in the subgroups of the firms who have not undertaken business in 
subgroup 1, and for firms who have undertaken business in subgroups 2 and 3, and Asia. 
However, there are large correlations only in terms of MBV -CUF and MBV -CF for firms 
who have undertaken business in subgroup 2. 
The significance of the results can be found in terms of MBV-IC for all foundries and, for 
example, for large firms, firms who have undertaken business in subgroups 2 and 3, firms 
who have undertaken business in the USA, and those who have not, and for firms who have 
not undertaken business in Asia, and in subgroup 1. In terms of MBV -CF there are 
correlations for firms who have undertaken business in the USA, in subgroups 2 and 3, 
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USA and Asia. In terms of MBV -CUF there are correlations for firms who have undertaken 
business in Europe, in subgroups 2 and 3, and for firms who have not undertaken business 
in the USA, Asia and subgroup 3. 
Overall, the results indicate that the effects of globalization opportunities and globalization 
threats on strategy formulation based on market-orientation and resource-orientation are 
limited (p > 0.05 for the total sample). Only in terms of MBV-IC do the findings show a 
strong, direct and significant effect of globalization threats on strategy formulation based 
on market-orientation (p < 0.05). Nonetheless, there are statistically significant differences 
for some subgroups. 
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Table 5.22: The Correlation between MVB and Globalization Opportunities (1) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Firm: Turnovcr > 10 Million €; TOMs=Foundry Manager. MO Ms " Owner. Managing Dire<.' lor. Sa les Munllger; Sub-Group I : Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA, Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungal)'. Po land. Slovcn ia, Sub-Group 
l Russia China. India) 
MBV-C F*GMO M BV-IC*GMO M BV-CUF*G MO 
Pearson's Correlation Coeffic ient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0.170 0.186 -0.0 14 
Significance Level P 0.127 0.095 0.903 
Size of the Firm 
Small Firms 0.125 0.058 -0.145 
Signifi cance Level P 0.4 18 0.707 0.347 
Large Firms 0.338 0.464 -0.175 
Significance Level P 0.044 0.004 0.308 
Degree of Internalization 
Domestic Firms 0.129 0.302 0.125 
Signi fi cance Level P 0.4 14 0.052 0.430 
International Firms 0.\32 0.149 -0.09 1 
Signifi cance Level P 0.429 0.373 0.589 
Formulating Strategy 
MOM 0.263 0.255 0.022 
Signifi cance Level P 0.04 1 0.047 0.865 
TOM -0.231 0.078 -0.184 
Signi fi cance Level P 0.3 15 0.736 0.424 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I -0.026 0.155 0.006 
Signifi cance Level P 0.853 0.27 1 0.964 
Non-Subgroup I 0.404 0.300 0.094 
Significance Level P 0.030 0.133 0.633 
Subgroup 2 0.306 0.152 -0.00 1 
Signi ficance Level P 0.066 0.368 0.994 
Non-Subgroup 2 0.0 12 0.123 -0.093 
Signifi cance Level P 0.937 0.427 0.553 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.22: The Correlation between MVB and Globalization Opportunities (2) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Mi ll ion €: TOMs:::: Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managing Director. Sa les Mllnugcr; Sub-Group 1: Norway, 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium, France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Repub lic. Hungul)', Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
) . Russia. China. India) 
M BV-CF*GM O M BV-IC*GMO MBV-CUF*GMO 
Pearson's Correlation Coemcicnt 
Signifi cance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0.364 0.251 -0.085 
Signifi cance Level P 0.105 0.272 0.713 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.09 1 0.137 -0.093 
Significance Level P 0.489 0.295 0.553 
Subgroup Europe 0.202 0.252 0.033 
Significance Level P 0.1 55 0.074 0.8 18 
Non-Subgroup Non-Europe 0.029 -0.034 -0.056 
Signifi cance Level P 0.880 0.859 0.768 
Subgroup USA -0.732 -0.603 -0.468 
Signifi cance Level P 0.001 0.010 0.058 
Non-Subgroup Non-USA 0.275 0.32 1 0. 101 
Significance Level P 0.028 0.010 0.432 
Subgroup Asia 0.s55 0.455 0.304 
Significance Level P 0.017 0.058 0.2 19 
Non-Subgroup Asia 0.095 0.125 -0.066 
Signifi cance Level P 0.460 0.330 0.6 12 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.23: The Correlation between MVB and Globalization Threats (1) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managi ng Director. Sules Manl1gcr. Sub-Group I: Norway, 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austna. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic, Hungnry. Poland. Slovcnia. Suh-Group 
3- Russia. China. India) 
MBV-CF*GMT MBV-IC*GMT MBV-CUF*GMT 
Pearson's Correlation Coeffic ient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0.176 0.218 0.053 
Significance Level P 0.11 4 0.049 0.642 
Size of the Firm 
Small Firms 0.214 0.1 85 0.026 
Significance Level P 0.162 0.230 0.868 
Large Firms 0.326 0.535 0.215 
Significance Level P 0.052 0.001 0.209 
Degree of Internalization 
Domestic Firms 0.162 0.276 0.228 
Significance Leve l P 0.305 0.077 0.147 
International Firms 0.1\3 0.229 -0.068 
Significance Level P 0.501 0.166 0.685 
Formulating Strategy 
MOM 0.246 0.222 0.061 
Significance Level P 0.056 0.085 0.645 
TOM -0.128 0.206 0.030 
Significance Level P 0.580 0.370 0.897 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I -0.02 1 0.233 0.083 
Significance Level P 0.880 0.096 0.557 
Non-Subgroup I 0.376 0.285 0.174 
Significance Level P 0.044 0.134 0.375 
Subgroup 2 0.558 0.378 0.620 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.019 0.000 
Non-Subgroup 2 0.235 0.300 0.182 
Significance Level P 0.11 9 0.046 0.231 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.23: The Correlation between MVB and Globalization Threats (2) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million £; TOMs=Foundry Manager, MOM s = Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager: Sub-Group I: NorwllY. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria, Finland. USA, Belgium, France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea, Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnill, Sub-Group 
3: Russ ia. China. India) 
MBV-CF*GMT MBV-IC*GMT MBV-ClJF*GMT 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0.450 0.469 0.475 
Significance Level P 0.036 0.028 0.025 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.276 0.216 0.308 
Significance Level P 0.031 0.094 0.01 6 
Subgroup Europe 0.174 0.231 0.050 
Significance Level P 0.222 0.103 0.729 
Non-Subgroup Non-Europe 0.141 0.194 0.2 10 
Significance Leve l P 0.458 0.304 0.265 
Subgroup USA 0.324 0.278 0.362 
Significance Level P 0.008 0.025 0.003 
Non-Subgroup Non-USA 0.324 0.278 0.362 
Significance Level P 0.008 0.025 0.003 
Subgroup Asia 0.362 0.370 0.388 
Significance Level P 0.127 0.1 19 0. 101 
Non-Subgroup Asia 0.316 0.265 0.339 
Significance Level P 0.011 0.035 0.006 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
5.5.2 Strategy Scales and Alliances 
Now we will consider the correlations of resource-orientation and alliances as presented in 
table 5,24. Table 5.24 presents the results ofa basic Pearson 's correlation calculation which 
suggest that overall for these two elements strategy formulation based on resource-
orientation and alliances, that there is only a small correlation between RBV and alliances 
and, second, that there are, however, some significant variations across subgroups. 
The results in terms of RBV-S show that small, and international firms, and MOMs have 
medium correlations, whilst RBV-U and RBV-DY show only low correlations in these 
subgroups. There are, however, also significant differences in tenns of the degree of 
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internationalization: International finns have either low correlations (RBV-U, RBV-DY) 
or medium correlations (RBV-S), while domestic finns show only medium correlations 
(RBV-U, RBV-S) or have no correlation (RBV-DY). There is a sharp drop in the 
correlations between the different markets. For example, RBV-U has a high correlation for 
the finns who have not undertaken business in subgroup 1. There are also some interesting 
differences in the foreign subgroups: finns who have not done business in the USA have 
medium correlations in tenns of RBV-U and RBV-S, while firms who have done business 
in Europe have low correlations in terms ofRBV-U and RBV-S. Firms who have business 
in Asia show medium correlation in terms of RBV-U and only low correlations in tenns of 
RBV-DYand RBV-S. 
The statistical significance of the correlations of RBV and alliances are presented in table 
5.24. Generally, the results show that there are only statistically significant results in tenns 
of RBV -S for the total sample, as well as in the subgroups MOM, and for finns who have 
undertaken business in Europe, and for finns who have not undertaken business in the USA. 
Furthennore, in terms of RBV-U there are statistically significant results for MOMs, and 
for finns who have not undertaken business in subgroup 1 and in the USA. 
The correlation between strategy fonnulation based on market-orientation and alliances is 
shown in table 5.25. Generally, in all cases there are only low correlations across the levels 
of MBV-CF, MBV-IC and MBV-CUF. Only small finns have medium correlations in 
tenns ofMBV-CF as well as the firms who have not undertaken business in the subgroup 1. 
Finns who have undertaken business in the USA have large, but negative correlations in 
tenns of MBV-CF. What this suggests is that as the level of alliances increase, strategy 
fonnulation in tenns of MBV-CF becomes weaker rather than stronger. There are also 
significant differences with respect to the size of the finn. For example, in tenns of MBV-
CF small finns have a medium correlation, while large finns have no correlation. A similar 
result is in tenns ofMBV-IC. Small finns have a low correlation, while large finns have no 
correlation. Further significant differences are in the subgroup fonnulating strategy: TOMs 
have low correlations in tenns ofMBV-CF and MBV-IC, while MOMs have only low (but 
negative) correlations in tenns ofMBV-CUF. 
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Now we will turn to consider the significance of the correlations presented in tables 5.24 
and 5.25. The p-values from a Pearson's correlation test suggest that there are, at a 
minimum of 95 % confidence level, only a statistically significant result in terms of the 
element ofMBV-CF for firms who have undertaken business in the USA. 
In sum, there seems to be a greater effect on alliances on strategy formulation based on 
resource-orientation rather than market-orientation. The RBV-element synergy, for 
example, shows a strong, direct effect of the level on alliances (r=0.218; p=0.049), 
confirming a strong causal link between these elements. 
157 
Table 5.24: The Correlation between RVB and Alliances (1) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Mill ion f : TOMs""Foundry Manager. MOMs -= Owner. Managing Direclor. Sales Manager. Sub.Group I: Norway. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary, Poland. Slovcni a. Sub-Group 
) , Russia China Indja) 
RBV-U* Alliances RBV-DY* Alliances RBV -S* Alliances 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0.197 0.052 0.218 
Significance Level P 0.077 0.64 1 0.049 
Size of the Firm 
Small Firms 0.273 0.07 1 0.3 12 
Significance Level P 0. 178 0.729 0. 120 
Large Firms 0.050 0.006 0.118 
Significance Level P 0.740 0.970 0.435 
Degree of Internalization 
Domestic Firms 0.139 0.025 0.193 
Significance Leve l P 0.380 0.873 0.221 
International Firms 0.264 0.165 0.316 
Significance Level P 0.1 09 0.322 0.054 
Formulating Strategy 
MOM 0.280 0.112 0.338 
Significance Level P 0.029 0.3 89 0.008 
TOM -0.123 -0.145 -0.251 
Significance Level P 0.595 0.532 0.273 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I -0.0 11 0 ,021 0,086 
Significance Level P 0.936 0,882 0.547 
Non-Subgroup I 0.512 0.33 1 0.406 
Significance Level P 0.005 0.079 0,029 
Subgroup 2 0.300 -0,042 0.324 
Significance Level P 0.072 0,803 0.050 
Non-Subgroup 2 0.049 -0,016 0,058 
Significance Level P 0.751 0.917 0,706 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.24: The Correlation between RVB and Alliances (2) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < to Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 lo.!illion f: TOMs,., Foundry Manager. MOMs " Owner. Managing Director. Sa les Manager. Sub-Group I: Norwuy. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland.. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech RepUblic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3' Russia China India) 
RBV-U* Alliances RBV-DY* Alliances RBV-S* Alliances 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0298 0.099 0.307 
Significance Level P 0.190 0.668 0. 175 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.141 -0.013 0.176 
Significance Level P 0.282 0.921 0.177 
Subgroup Europe 0.252 0.003 0.286 
Significance Level P 0.074 0.985 0.042 
Subgroup Non-Europe 0.108 0.163 0.128 
Significance Level P 0.568 0.388 0.500 
Subgroup USA -0.079 0.038 -0.017 
Significance Level P 0.762 0.885 0.947 
Subgroup Non-USA 0.292 0.063 0.307 
Significance Level P 0.019 0.620 0.014 
Subgroup Asia 0.287 0.138 0.231 
Significance Leve l P 0.249 0.584 0.357 
Subgroup Non-Asia 0.159 -0.003 0.204 
Significance Leve l P 0.214 0.983 0. 109 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.25: The Correlation between MVB and Alliances (1) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f , Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs · O",,,er, Managing Director. Sa les Manager: Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. Fr:mce. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: hOlly. Spain. South Korea. Czech RepUblic. Hungary. Poland. Slovenia. Sub-Group 
3' Russ ia. China. India) 
M BV-CF*Alliances MBV-IC* Alliances MBV-CUF* Alliances 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0.111 0.1 26 0.004 
Significance Level P 0.322 0.260 0.975 
Size of the Firm 
Small Firms 0.345 0.244 0.054 
Signifi cance Level P 0.085 0.229 0.793 
Large Firms -0.063 0.073 -0.012 
Significance Level P 0.679 0.630 0.936 
Degree of Internalization 
Domesti c Firms 0.164 0.197 0.0 15 
Sign ificance Level P 0.300 0.211 0.923 
International Firms -0.026 0.106 0.042 
Significance Level P 0.878 0.528 0.802 
Formulating Strategy 
MOM 0.047 -0.203 -0.206 
Significance Level P 0.838 0.377 0.370 
TOM 0.152 0.229 0.055 
Signi ficance Level P 0.24 1 0.076 0.677 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I -0.082 0.063 0.055 
Sign ificance Level P 0.564 0.659 0.70 1 
Non-Subgroup I 0.343 0.271 0.058 
Significance Level P 0.069 0.1 55 0.77 1 
Subgroup 2 0.231 0.161 0.057 
Signifi cance Level P 0.169 0.342 0.73 6 
Non-Subgroup 2 -0.036 0.0 10 -0.087 
Signifi cance Level P 0.8 17 0.949 0.578 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.25: The Correlation between MBV and Alliances (2) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs"" Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manage r: Sub-G roup I: Norway, 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: 1t;J. ly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republi c. Hun gu ry, Poland. Slovcn ia. Sub-Group 
3' Russ ia. China India) 
MBV-CF* Alliances MBV-IC* Alliances MBV-CUF*Alliances 
Pearson 's Corre lation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0.22 1 0.229 -0.0 19 
Significance Level P 0.336 OJI7 0.934 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.059 0.069 -0.0 12 
Significance Level P 0.652 0.598 0.927 
Subgroup Europe 0.232 0.162 -0.034 
Significance Level P 0.101 0.255 0.8 17 
Non-Subgroup Non-Europe -0.195 0.0 19 0.126 
Significance Level P 0.301 0.919 0.506 
Subgroup USA -0.652 -0.218 0.009 
Significance Level P 0.005 0.402 0.972 
Non-Subgroup Non-USA 0.246 0.203 0.011 
Significance Leve l P 0.050 0.107 0.929 
Subgroup As ia 0.207 0.226 0.178 
Significance Level P 0.409 OJ67 0.479 
Non-Subgroup Asia 0.074 0.088 -0.019 
Significance Level P 0.563 0.495 0.88 1 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
5.5.3 Strategy Scales and Performance 
Table 5.26 presents the results of a basic Pearson's correlation calculation which suggest 
that overall these two elements strategy formulation based on resource-orientation and 
performance on the other hand can be classified as being significant in terms of correlation. 
Nevertheless, there are, some significant variations across the units of analysis. 
The results in tem1S of RBV-U and RBV-DY show that small and domestic firms have only 
low correlations or no correlations (in terms of RBV -DY for small finns). Furthermore, 
there is a sharp drop in the correlations between the different markets. For example, firms 
who have undertaken business in subgroup 1 have low correlations for all RBV elements. 
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Firms who have undertaken business in subgroup 2 have high correlations in terms of 
RBV-U and RBV-S and medium correlation in terms of RBV-DY. There are also some 
interesting differences for firms who have undertaken business in Europe and in the USA: 
Firms who have done business in Europe and the USA have medium correlations in terms 
ofRBV-U and RBV-S and, on the other hand, only low correlations in terms ofRBV-DY. 
Let us now consider the significance of the correlations as presented in table 5.26. The p-
values from a Pearson's correlation test suggest that there are, at a minimum of 95 % 
confidence level, significant results for all strategy elements and a number of significant 
differences between some subgroups. For example, there are statistically significant results 
for large firms and international firms for all strategy elements and one significant result in 
terms of RBV -S for small firms. Furthermore, the correlations in the subgroup formulating 
strategy have statistically significant results with the exception of the result in terms of 
RBV -DY for TOMs. 
The correlation between market-orientation and performance is shown in table 5.27. 
Generally, the results for the total sample show that there are high correlations in terms of 
MBV-CF, and medium correlations in terms of MBV-IC and MBV-CUF. However, there 
are statistically different results in the various subgroups. For example, large and 
international firms have high correlations in terms of all MBV elements, but only medium 
correlation for large firms in terms ofMBV-CUF. Furthermore, TOMs have for two out of 
three strategy elements high correlations (MBV-CF and MBV-IC) and in terms of MBV-
CUF a medium correlation. MOMs have only high correlations in terms of MBV-CF and 
medium correlations in terms of MBV-IC and MBV-CUF. The foreign subgroups follow 
the same pattern: there are medium and high correlations in all foreign subgroups. In 
contrast, MBV -CUF shows a low correlation for the firms who have business in the USA. 
Let us now consider the significance of the correlations as presented in table 5.27. Overall, 
the results for all strategy elements are significant. However, there are a number of 
significant differences between some subgroups in terms of performance. For example, 
there are statistically significant results for large and international firms, for TOMs and 
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MOMs with the exception for TOMs in terms of MBV-CUF. All results in the foreign 
subgroups are significant, only the results for firms who have undertaken business in the 
USA are not significant. 
Finally, for all six predictors of strategy formulation the findings show a strong, direct 
effect of strategy formulation based on resource- and market-orientation on performance, 
confirming a strong causal link: between these elements, and indicating that market-
orientation has a greater effect on performance (r=0.363-0.543) than it does for resource-
orientation (r=0.300-0.361). The strategy elements have the greatest effect on international 
firms in terms of MBV and for firms who have business in subgroup 2. Finally, the direct 
positive effect of the strategy elements on performance suggests that improvements in 
strategy formulation lead to improvements in performance. 
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Table 5.26: The Correlation between RVB and Performance (1) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Manag ing Director. Sales Manuger: Sub-Group I : Norway, 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech RepUblic. Hungary, Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
) . Russia. China India) 
RBV-U* Performance RBV-DY*Performance RBV-S*Performance 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0.334 0.300 0.36 1 
Significance Level P 0.002 0.006 0.001 
Size of the Firm 
Small Firms 0.288 -0.019 0.353 
Significance Level P 0.1 54 0.92 8 0.077 
Large Firms 0.326 0.402 0.359 
Significance Level P 0.024 0.005 0.012 
Degree of Internalization 
Domesti c Firms 0.190 0.1 01 0.3 10 
Significance Level P 0.228 0.523 0.046 
International Firms 0.43 1 0.398 0.421 
Significance Level P 0.006 0.011 0.007 
Formulating Strategy 
MOM 0.3 11 0.286 0.349 
Significance Level P 0.014 0.024 0.005 
TOM 0.447 0.362 0.424 
Significance Level P 0.037 0.097 0.049 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I 0.209 0.232 0.241 
Significance Level P 0.129 0.09 1 0.079 
Non-Subgroup I 0.496 0.380 0.503 
Significance Level P 0.006 0.042 0.005 
Subgroup 2 0.558 0.378 0.620 
Signifi cance Level P 0.000 0.019 0.000 
Non-Subgroup 2 0.300 0.182 0.514 
Significance Level P 0.046 0.23 1 0.000 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.26: The Correlation between RVB and Performance (2) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million E. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Mill ion f : TO~sZ" Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager: Sub-Group 1: NorwllY. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgtum. France. England. Denmark Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Repub lic. Hungary. Poland. Slovenia. Sub-Group 
3' Russia. China. India) 
RBV-U·Performance RBV-DY·Performance RBV-S·Performance 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0.450 0.469 0.475 
Significance Level P 0.036 0.028 0.025 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.276 0.216 0.308 
Significance Level P 0.031 0.094 0.016 
Subgroup Europe 0.303 0.258 0.328 
Significance Level P 0.031 0.067 0.019 
Subgroup Non-Europe 0.385 0.36 1 0.398 
Significance Level P 0.029 0.042 0.024 
Subgroup USA 0.324 0.278 0.362 
Significance Level P 0.008 0.025 0.003 
Subgroup Non-USA 0.324 0.278 0.362 
Significance Level P 0.008 0.025 0.003 
Subgroup Asia 0.362 0.370 0.388 
Significance Level P 0.127 0.119 0.101 
Subgroup Non-Asia 0.316 0.265 0.339 
Significance Level P 0.011 0.035 0.006 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.27: The Correlation between MVB and Performance (1) 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . ~e Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f ; TO~1 s:: Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager: Sub-Group I : Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. AusDia. Finland. USA. BelgIUm. France. England. Drnmarl.:. Sub-Group 2: Italy . Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovenia. Sub-Group 
) , Russia China. India) 
~lBV-CF* Performance MBV-IC* Performance MBV-CUF* Performance 
Pearson's Correlat ion Coeffic ient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
All Foundries 0.534 0.493 0.363 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.001 
Size of the Firm 
Small Firms 0.259 0.240 0.124 
Signifi cance Level P 0.201 0.23 8 0.545 
Large Firms 0.650 0.624 0.422 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.003 
Degree of Internalization 
Domestic Firms 0.336 0.277 0.038 
Significance Level P 0.030 0.075 0. 813 
International Firms 0.670 0.688 0.666 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Formulating Strategy 
MOM 0.508 0.47 1 0.365 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.004 
TOM 0.654 0.602 0.368 
Significance Level P 0.001 0.003 0.092 
Subgroups 
Subgroup I 0.518 0.5 12 0.4 17 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.002 
Non-Subgroup I 0.588 0.448 0.222 
Significance Level P 0.001 0.015 0.256 
Subgroup 2 0.575 0.633 0.47 1 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.003 
Non-Subgroup 2 0.514 0.396 0.258 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.007 0.09 1 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Table 5.27: The Correlation between MBV and Performance (2) 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Mill ion f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs "" Owner. Mllnnging Director. Sales Manager: Sub.Group I: Norway, 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Repub lic . Hungary. Poland. Slovcnin. Sub·Group 
3: Russia. China. India ) 
MBV-CF* Performance MBV-IC* Performance MBV-CUF* Performance 
Pearson's Correlation Coefficient 
Significance Level P<0.05 
Subgroups (2) 
Subgroup 3 0.575 0.633 0.530 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.011 
Non-Subgroup 3 0.514 0.396 0.314 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.007 0.0 15 
Subgroup Europe 0.546 0.542 0.359 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.009 0.000 
Non-Subgroup Non-Europe 0.561 0.479 0.383 
Significance Level P 0.001 0.000 0.030 
Subgroup USA 0.694 0.505 0.298 
Significance Level P 0.001 0.033 0.230 
Non-Subgroup Non-USA 0.518 0.490 0.377 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.002 
Subgroup Asia 0.591 0.466 0.465 
Significance Level P 0.008 0.044 0.045 
Non-Subgroup Asia 0.538 0.503 0.356 
Significance Level P 0.000 0.000 0.004 
, 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6 Findings about the Research Hypotheses 
5.6.1 Findings about Research Hypothesis 1: The greater the Effects of 
Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on 
RBV -Uniqueness 
The following chapter will analyse the survey results in relation to the research hypotheses. 
First a table will give an overview about the hypothesis, the required value to confirm the 
minimum level of the hypothesis, and the value reached in the subgroups. The p-values 
show the significance level at a minimum of 95% confidence level. It will be analysed 
whether the hypotheses can be confirmed, having the required level, which is marked in 
green, or rejected, which is marked in orange. The correlation is also presented again to 
have a clear picture of the cases. Low correlations are marked blue, medium correlations 
are marked grey, and high correlations are marked red. All results are shown for the total 
sample as well for the discussed subgroups. 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness" can be confirmed for all significant values < 
0.05, which is only the case in the subgroup USA. For the total sample as well for all 
remaining subgroups the hypothesis must be rejected. 
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Table 5.28: Findings about Hypothesis 1: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Uniqueness 
(Sma ll Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €, Large f irm: Turnover > 10 Million €; TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs c Oy.'Ilcr. Manag ing Di recTor. Sales Manager: Sub-Group I: Nor.\'I.I Y. 
Sweden, Netherlands, Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: hilly. Spa in. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnia. Sub·Group 
3- Russia. China, Ind ia) 
No.1 Hypothesis 1: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on RBV-Uniqueness 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Finns Firms Firms 
Low Correlati on r=0.1 0 to 0. ~ 9 0.152 0.176 0.195 0.202 0.107 0.191 -0.044 
Medi um Co rrelati on r=0 .30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
High Correlati on r=O.SO to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.069 0.160 0.233 0.261 -0.541 0.376 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Finns Firms 
Significance Level p< O.05 0.173 0.254 0.255 0.198 0.523 0.140 0.850 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.629 0.345 0.308 0.065 0.025 0.125 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.2 Findings about Research Hypothesis 2: The Greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Dynamism 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism" can be confirmed for all significant values < 
0.05 , which is neither in the total sample nor in all subgroups the case. The hypothesis must 
be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample and for all subgroups. 
Table 5.29: Findings about Hypothesis 2: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Dynamism 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Lar£e Firm: TurnO\'CT > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managi ng Director. Sales Manager; ub·Group I: NorwllY. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austri a. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 1: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic, Hungal)'. Poland. Slovcni a. Sub-Group 
3' Russia Chi na. Ind ia) 
No.2 Hypothesis 2: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities. the more strategy formulation is 
based on RBV-Dynamism 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Tota l Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sampl e Firms Firms Firnls Finns 
Low CorrciJ tion r=0.1 0 to 0.19 0.154 0.063 0.231 0.210 0.046 0.078 0.025 
Medium Corrrbtiol1 r=(UO to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0..+9 
Il igh Correlation r 0.50 to I 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
0.01 7 -0.165 0.037 0.090 -0.403 0.158 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firnls Firms Finns Fin11S 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.168 0.685 0.175 0.181 0 .785 0.552 0.915 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
0.905 0.328 0.963 0.530 0.109 0.530 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.3 Findings about Hypothesis 3: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Synergy 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
fonnulation is based on RBV-Synergy" can be confinned for all significant values < 0.05, 
which is the case for domestic finns , MOMs, and finns who have undertaken business in 
Europe and in the USA. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05 , which is the 
case for the total sample, small finns , large finns , international finns , TOMs, and finns 
who have done business in subgroups I to 3, and in Asia. 
Table 5.30: Findings about Hypothesis 3: The Greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Synergy 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs = Owner. Manag ing Director. Sales Manag.er: Sub·Group 1: Norway, 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France, England. Denmark. Sub·Group 2: haly. Spain. Soulh Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland, Slovcnia. Sub·Group 
3' Russia, China. India ) 
No.3 Hypothesis 3: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, th e more strategy formulation is 
based on RBV-Uniqu eness 
Tota l Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Low Correlation r=0.1 0 to 0.29 0.190 0.122 0.395 0.259 0.250 0.269 -0.114 
Medium Correlati on r=0.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
OA9 
High Correlati on r=0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.025 0.267 0.221 0.368 -0.556 0.288 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.087 0.430 0.175 0.017 0.131 0.036 0.624 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.861 0.111 0.335 0.008 0.020 0.247 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.4 Findings about Hypothesis 4: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
fonnulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness" can be confinned for all significant values < 
0.05, which is the case for finns who have done business in subgroup 3. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample, small finns and 
large finns, domestic and international finns, MOMs and TOMs, subgroups 1 and 2, and 
for finns who are doing business in Europe, the USA and Asia. 
Table 5.31: Findings about Hypothesis 4: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Uniqueness 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large: firm : Turnover > 10 Mill ion f: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs = Owner. Managing Direclor. Sales Manager; Sub-Group I ; Norwoy. 
Sweden. Netherl ands. Austria. finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub·Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Pohmd. Sloveni a. Sub-Group 
3' Russ ia China India) 
No.4 Hypothesis 4: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
RBV-Uniqueness 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Low Correlation r=0. 1 0 to 0.29 0.196 0.229 0.294 0.165 0.282 0.202 0.147 
Medium Correlation r=O.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0,49 
High Correla ti on 1= 0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.123 0.073 0.499 0.250 -0.200 0.376 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Fimls Firms 
Significance Level p<O.OS 0.078 0.134 0.082 0.297 0.086 0.118 0.524 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.387 0.668 0.021 0.077 0.44 1 0.125 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.5 Findings about Hypothesis 5: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Dynamism 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
fonnulation is based on RBV-Dynamism" can be confinned for all significant values < 
0.05, which is neither in the total sample nor in all subgroups the case. The hypothesis must 
be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample as well for all 
subgroups. 
Table 5.32: Findings about Hypothesis 5: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Dynamism 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turno ver > 10 Million f : TOMs= Foundry Mnnogcr. MOMs ~ Owner. Manag ing Direclor. Sa les Manager; Sub-Group I : Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finl and. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spai n. South Korea. Czech RepUbl ic, Hungary, Poland. SlovcniOl. Sub-Group 
3- Russia China. India) 
No.5 Hypothesis 5: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
RBV-Dynamisn 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firn1s Finns Finns Finns 
Lo\\' Corre lat ion r=0. ! 0 to 0 . ~9 0.154 0.215 0.3 10 0.268 0.181 0.117 0.277 
~1cdiul1l Correlation r=O.:;O to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0 .. 9 
Ili gh Correlation 1= 0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.189 -0.108 0.338 0.165 -0.042 0.158 
Tota l Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Firn1s Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.168 0.16 1 0.066 0.086 0.278 0.370 0.225 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.179 0.523 0.134 0.247 0.874 0.530 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.6 Findings about Hypothesis 6: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Synergy 
The hypothesis ' 'The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
fonnulation is based on RBV -Synergy" can be confinned for all significant values < 0.05, 
which is the case for large finns and finns who have done business in Europe and in 
subgroup 3. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the 
total sample, small fim1s, domestic and international finns , MOMs and TOMs, and for 
finns who have done business in subgroups 1 and 2, and for finns who have undertaken 
business in the USA and Asia. 
5.33: Findings about Hypothesis 6: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Synergy 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f ; TOMs= Foundry Manager. MOMs " Owner. Managing Dircclor. Sales Manut:cr: Sub-G roup I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. USA. Belgium. FrancC' . England. Denmark. Sub.Group 2: Ital y, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Po lllnd. Slovl'niu. Sub-Group 
) - Russia China. India) 
No.6 Hypothesis 6: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
RBV-Synergy 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Low Correlati on r=0.1 0 to 0.29 0.190 0.145 0.417 0.170 0.339 0.204 0.090 
Mcdlll1l1 Correlation r'O.~O to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.-< 9 
High Correlation r=0. 50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.204 -0.108 0.486 0.305 -0.311 0.288 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.087 0.346 0.01 I 0.281 0.339 0.114 0.697 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.401 0.520 0.025 0.029 0.224 0.247 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.7 Findings about Hypothesis 7: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor 
Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV -Competitor Focus" can be confinned for all significant 
values < 0.05 , which is the case for large firms, firms who are doing business in Asia and in 
the USA, and for MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the 
case for the total sample, small firm s, domestic and international firms , TOMs, fin11S who 
have done business in subgroups 1 to 3, and for fim1S who have undertaken business III 
Europe. 
Table 5.34: Findings about Hypothesis 7: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
Competitor Focus 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Mill ion €. Large Finn: Turnover :> 10 Mill ion €: TOMsz- Foundry Manager. MOMs ""' Owner. Manuging Di rector. Sales Mnnngcr: Sub-Group \; Norwa y. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
) - Russia China Ind ia) 
No.7 Hypothesis 7: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on MBV-Competitor Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Finns Firnls Firms Firms 
Low Corre lat ion 1= 0. 10 to 0.29 0. 170 0.125 0.338 0.129 0.132 0.263 -0.231 
Medium Corrdation r=0.30 10 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0"<9 
High Correlati on r=- 0.50 to I 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
-0.026 0.306 0.364 0.202 -0.732 0.555 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Firms Firnls Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.1 27 0.41 8 0.044 0.414 0.429 0.041 0.3 15 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.853 0.066 0.105 0.155 0.001 0.017 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.8 Findings about Hypothesis 8: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction 
Coordination 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination" can be confirmed for all 
significant values < 0.05, which is the case for large firms, finns who have done business in 
the USA, and for MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05 , which is the 
case for the total sample, small firms, domestic and international firnl s, TOMs, firnls who 
have undertaken business in subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms who have done business 111 
Europe and Asia. 
Table 5.35: Findings about Hypothesis 8: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
InterfunctioD Coordination 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Tumover > 10 Mi llion f: TOMs:o:: Foundry Manager. MOMs :: Owner. Managing Director. Sal es Manager: Sub.Group 1: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. Frnnce. England. Denmark. Sub~roup 2: haly. Spai n. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. ]oveni n. Sub-Group 
3' Russia China India) 
No.8 Hypothesis 8: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Low Correlation r=0. 1 0 to 0.19 0.186 0.058 0.464 0.302 0.464 0.022 -0. 184 
Mediulll Corr~lJti on - 0.30 to Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.-l9 
Il igh Con-cl3t ion r=0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.155 0. 152 0.251 0.252 -0.603 0.455 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firnls Finns Firms 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.095 0.707 0.004 0.052 0.373 0.047 0.736 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.271 0.368 0.272 0.074 0.010 0.058 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
176 
5.6.9 Findings about Hypothesis 9: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV -Customer 
Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus" can be confinned for all significant values 
< 0.05, which is neither in the total sample nor in all subgroups the case. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05 , which is the case for the total sample as well for all 
the subgroups. 
Table 5.36: Findings about Hypothesis 9: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
Customer Focus 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs: Foundry Manager. MOMs :.: Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager; Sub-Group I: NorwllY. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. SutrGroup 2: ltll ly . Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungul)', I'o land. Sloveni n, Sub-Group 
3- Russia China India ) 
No.9 Hypothesis 9: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formu lation is 
based on MBV-Customer Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Fim1s Fim1S Fim1S Fim1s 
Low Correla tion p O. I 010 0. 29 
-0.014 -0.145 -0.175 0.125 -009 1 0.022 -0.184 
Medium Correlation r(UO 10 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
O.~9 
High Correlalion 1= 0.5010 I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.006 -0.00 1 -0.085 0.033 -0.468 0.304 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Fim1s Firms Fim1s Fim1s 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.903 0.347 0.308 0.430 0.589 0.865 0.424 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.964 0.994 0.713 0.818 0.058 0.219 
Source: Hetko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.10 Findings about Hypothesis 10: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV -Competitor Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV -Competitor Focus" can be confinned for all significant 
values < 0.05, which is the case for firms who have undertaken business in subgroups 2 and 
3, and for firms who have done business in the USA. The hypothesis must be rejected for 
all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample, small and large finns, domestic and 
international firms, MOMs and TOMs, and for firnls who have done business in Europe, 
Asia and in subgroup 1. 
Table 5.37: Findings about Hypothesis 10: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
Competitor Focus 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs"" Foundry Manager. MOMs "" Owner. Managi ng Director. Sa les Munugc r: Sub.Groll p I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Repub lic. Hungary, Po land. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3' Russia China. Ind ia) 
No.1O Hypothesis 10: The g.-eate.- the effects of globalization th.-eats, the more strategy fo.-mulation is based on 
M BV-Competito.- Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TO M 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Low Corre lation pO. I 0 10 0.29 0.176 0.214 0.326 0.162 0.113 0.246 -0.128 
Medi um Correl ati on p O.3 0 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
04 9 
High Correlat ion pO.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
·0. 021 0.558 0.450 0.174 0.324 0.362 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Requi.-ed Value to confi.-m: Sample Firms Firms Firms Fimls 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.114 0.162 0.052 0.305 0.501 0.056 -0.128 
Sub· Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.880 0.000 0.036 0.222 0.008 0.127 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.11 Findings about Hypothesis 11: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction 
Coordination 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination" can be confinned for all 
significant values < 0.05 , which is the case for the total sample, for large firms , and finns 
that have undertaken business in the USA and in subgroups 2 and 3. The hypothesis must 
be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small finns , domestic and 
international firms, MOMs and TOMs, and for fimls who have done business in Europe, 
Asia and in subgroup 1. 
Table 5.38: Findings about Hypothesis 11: The greater the Effects of G lobalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
Interfunction Coordination 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs E Owner. Mnnaging Dlrcclor. SlI lcs Manager: Sub-Group I: Norwa y, 
Sweden. Nelherlands . Austria . Finland USA. Belgi um. France. Eng land. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. Soulh Korea. Cz.ech RepUbli c. Hungary. Po land. Slovcni n. Sub-Group 
3- Russia China. India ) 
No.11 Hypothesis 11: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
M BV-Interfunction Coordination 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Finns Finns 
Low Correlation r=0. 1 0 to 0.29 0.2 18 0.185 0.535 0.276 0.229 0.222 0.206 
Medium Correlation 1'""(1.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
High Correlation r-O.)O to I group I group 2 group 3 
0.233 0.378 0.251 0.23 1 0.278 0.370 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.049 0.230 0.001 0.077 0.166 0.085 0.370 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.096 0.019 0.028 0.103 0.025 0.11 9 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.12 Findings about Hypothesis 12: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus" can be confinned for all significant values 
< 0.05, which is the case for firms who have undertaken business in the USA and in 
subgroups 2 and 3. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case 
for the total sample, small and large firms, domestic and international firnl s, MOMs and 
TOMs, and for firms who have done business in Europe, Asia and subgroup 1. 
Table 5.36: Findings about Hypothesis 12: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
Customer Focus 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs=Foundry Mannger. MOMs ::- OWller. Managing Director. Sales Manager: Sub-Group 1: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 1 : Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Po land. Slovcnia. Suh-Gwup 
3- Russia China India) 
No.12 Hypothesis 12: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
MBV-Customer Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic Internat ional MOM TOM 
Sample Firnls Firms Firms Fi mls 
Low Corre la ti on r=0 .1 0 to 0. 29 0.053 0.026 0.21 5 0.228 -0 .068 0.061 0.030 
M~dium Correlation r=0.30 to 
Sub· Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0. -1 9 
High Corre lati on r=0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.083 0.620 0.475 0.050 0.362 0.388 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firnls Finns Fimls 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.642 0.868 0.209 0.147 0.685 0.645 0.897 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.557 0.000 0.025 0.729 0.003 0.10 1 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.13 Findings about Hypothesis 13: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy fonnulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher 
the level of alliances" can be confinned for all significant values < 0.05, which is only the 
case for MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for 
the total sample, small and large finns, domestic and international finns , TOMs, subgroups 
1 to 3, and for finns who have done business in Europe, the USA and Asia. 
Table 5.40: Findings about Hypothesis 13: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million f; TOMs:lE Foundry Manager. MOMs "" Owner. Mannging Director. Sales Manager: Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherl ands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark.. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republi c. Hungary. Poland. SloVf:ni a, Sub-Group 
3' Russia China India) 
No.13 Hypothesis 13: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniquen ess, the highl'r the Level of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic Internationa l MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Low Correlation r=0. 1 0 10 0. ~ 9 0.197 0.273 0.050 0.139 0.264 0.280 -0.123 
Medium Correlalion r=OJO 10 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0..19 
11 igh Correlalion 1""0.50 10 I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.011 0.300 0.298 0.252 0.079 0.287 
Total Small Large Domestic Internationa l MO M TO M 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.077 0.178 0.740 0.380 0. 109 0.029 0.595 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
0.936 0.072 0.190 0.074 0.762 0.249 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.14 Findings about Hypothesis 14: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the 
level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case for 
MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total 
sample, small and large firms , domestic and international firms , TOMs, subgroups I to 3, 
and for firms who have undertaken business in Europe, USA and Asia. 
Table 5.41: Findings about Hypothesis 14: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnovcr > 10 Million f: TOMs"" Foundry Man:lger. MOMs '" Owner. Managing Director. Sules ManuJ;cr: Sub- Imull I: Nnrwny. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland USA. BelgIUm. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Ituly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republ ic. Hungary. Poland. Slo\'cni a. Sub-Group 
3' Russia China. Ind ia) 
No.14 Hypothesis 14: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, th e higher th e Level of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati ona l MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Finns Finns Firnls 
Lo w Co rrela ti on r=0 . 1 0 to 0 .29 0.052 0.07 1 0.006 0.025 0.165 0.112 -0.145 
M ~dil1m Corr~btion r=O.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0. -1 9 
11 igh Corrcb tion r=O.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.02 1 -0.042 0.099 0.003 0.038 0.138 
Total Small Large Domestic Internationa l MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.64 1 0.729 0.970 0.873 0.322 0.389 0.532 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.882 0.803 0.668 0.985 0.885 0.584 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.15 Findings about Hypothesis 15: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Synergy, the higher the 
level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case for 
the total sample, MOMs and for the firms who have done business in Europe. The 
hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small and large firnls , 
domestic and international firms , TOMs, subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms who have done 
business in the USA and Asia. 
Table 5.42: Findings about Hypothesis 15: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMss f oundry Manager. MOMs '" Owner. Managing Dircc lor. Sulcs MUI1I1f!cr ; Sub-Group I: Non.~o'ay . 
Sweden. Netherl ands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Sloven!a, Sub-Group 
J' Russia China. India) 
No.IS Hypothesis 15: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Finns Firms Firms Firms 
Low Correlation r-O . I 0 to 0.29 0.218 0.312 0.118 0.193 0.316 0.338 -0.251 
Medium CorrclJ tion r-O . ~O to Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0 .-1 9 
High Correlation 0. 50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.086 -0.324 0.099 0.003 0.038 0.138 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.049 0.120 0.118 0.193 0.316 0.008 0.273 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.547 0.050 0.175 0.042 0.947 0.357 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.16 Findings about Hypothesis 16: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV -Competitor Focus, the higber the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis ''The more strategy formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the 
higher the level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is 
only the case for the firn1s who have undertaken business in the USA. The hypothesis must 
be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample, and for small and 
large finns, domestic and international finns , MOMs and TOMs, subgroups I to 3, and for 
firms who have undertaken business in Europe and Asia. 
Table 5.43: Findings about Hypothesis 16: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV -Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million E. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs ""' Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager: Sub-Group I: Norwny. 
Sweden. Ne therlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spam. South Korea. C1-cch Republic. Hungary , Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Grour 
3- Russ ia China India) 
No. 16 Hypothesis 16: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level 
of Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic In ternational MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firnls 
Low Co rrelati on r=0. 10 to 0.c9 0.111 0.345 -0.063 0.164 -0.026 0.047 0.1 52 
Medium Correbtion r=0 .30 10 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0. -1 9 
I ligh Correbtion .-=0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.082 0.23 1 0.22 1 0.232 -0.652 0.207 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value 10 confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms FirnlS 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.322 0.085 0.679 0.300 0.878 0.838 0.24 1 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.659 0.342 0.336 0.10 1 0.005 0.409 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.17 Findings about Hypothesis 17: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction 
Coordination, the higher the level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 
0.05, which is not the case for the total sample as well as for all subgroups. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample and for all 
subgroups. 
Table 5.44: Findings about Hypothesis 17: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Finn: TumovC'-T < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs "" Owner. Managing Direclor. S:des Manager. Sub-Group I: NorwD)'. 
Sweden. Netherl ands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. C7.cch RepUbl ic, Hungary, I'o land. Slovcni a. Sub·Group 
3 ' Russia China India) 
No.)7 Hypothesis) 7: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher 
the Level of Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MOM TO M 
Sample Firms Firms Firnls Finns 
Lo\\' Correlation r=0 .1 0 to 0.29 0.126 0 .244 0.073 0.197 0.106 -0.203 0.229 
Medium Correlation rO.30 to 
Sub· Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0..19 
High Correlation rO.50 to 1 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.063 0.161 0.229 0.162 -0.218 0.226 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firnls Firms Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.260 0.229 0.073 0.211 0 .528 0.377 0 .229 
Sub· Sub- Sub· Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.659 0.342 0.317 0.255 0.402 0.367 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.18 Findings about Hypothesis 18: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV -Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus, the 
higher the level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is 
not the case for the total sample as well for all subgroups. The hypothesis must be rejected 
for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample and for all subgroups. 
Table 5.45: Findings about Hypothesis 18: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Mill ion €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Mill ion €: TOMs:::Foundry Manager. MOMs "" Owner. Manag ing Direclor. Su les Manager: Sllb~ ,roup I: NorwlIY. 
Sweden. Netherl ands. Austria.. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: hnly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnill. SlItt-Grnup 
3' Russia China India) 
No.18 Hypothesis 18: The more Strategy Formu lation is based on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic Intemationa l MOM TO M 
Sample Fimls Firms Fin11S Firms 
Low Correlation r=0. 1 0 10 0. ~ 9 0.004 0.054 -0.0 12 0.015 0.042 -0.206 0.055 
Medium Correla lion r=(un 10 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
High Corrl'ialiot1 r=0 .50 10 I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.055 0.057 -0 .01 9 0.162 -0.009 0.178 
Total Small Large Domestic lntemational MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Finns Fimls 
Significance Level p<O. 05 0.975 0.793 0.936 0.923 0.802 0.370 0.677 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.701 0.736 0.934 0.817 0.972 0.479 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.19 Findings about Hypothesis 19: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy fonnulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher 
the level of perfonnance" can be confinned for all significant values < 0.05, which is the 
case for the total sample, large finns and international finns, MOMs and TOMs, subgroups 
2 and 3, and for finns who have undertaken business in Europe and the USA. The 
hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small and domestic 
finns, subgroup 1, and for finns who have done business in Asia. 
Table 5.46: Findings about Hypothesis 19: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f ; TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs " Owner. Managing Di rector. Sales Manager: Suh-Group I: Norwny. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. U A. Belgium. france. Eng.land. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Ilaly . Spain. South Korea. Czech Repub li c. Hungary. Pohmd. Slovcniu . Sub-Group 
) - Russia China India} 
No.19 Hypothesis 19: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the LeYel of 
Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Lo" Co rrel ation r=0. 1 0 to O . ~ 9 0.334 0.288 0 .326 0.190 0.431 00311 0.447 
Medium Corrdation r=O .. 'O to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0 .-19 
High Co rrelati on r=O.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.209 0.558 0.450 0.303 0.324 0.362 
Total Small Large Domestic Internat ional MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firn1s Firms Firms Firn1s 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.002 0.154 0 .024 0 .228 0.006 0.014 0.037 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.129 0.000 0.036 0 .031 0.008 0.127 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.20 Findings about Hypothesis 20: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, the higher the 
level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case 
for the total sample, large, domestic and international finns , MOMs, subgroup 2 and 3, and 
for firms who have undertaken business in the USA. The hypothesis must be rejected for all 
values >0.05, which is the case for small firms, TOMs, subgroup 1, and for finns who have 
done business in Europe and Asia. 
Table 5.47: Findings about Hypothesis 20: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Mi ll ion €. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs:::: Foundry Manager. MOMs = Owner. Manug ing Direclor, Sa les M:mugcr: Sub-Group I : Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, SpJin. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary, '''o land. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3- Russia China India) 
No.20 Hypothesis 20: The more Strategy Form ulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, the higher t he Level of 
Performance 
Total Sampl e and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internationa l MO M TO M 
Sample Firms Firms Firms FinllS 
Low Correlati on r=0. 1 0 to 0.29 0.300 -0.01 9 0.402 0.101 0.398 0.286 0.362 
Medium Correla tion r=0.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0. ';9 
High Corrcl3tion r=0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.232 0.378 0.469 0.258 0.278 0.370 
Total Small Large Domestic Internationa l MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Finns Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.006 0.928 0.005 0.024 0.011 0.024 0.097 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.091 0.019 0.028 0.067 0.025 0.11 9 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.21 Findings about Hypothesis 21: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the 
level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case 
for the total sample, large, domestic and international firn1s , TOMs, subgroups 2 and 3, and 
for firms who have undertaken business in the USA and Europe. The hypothesis must be 
rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small firms, MOMs, subgroup I, and for 
firms who have done business in Asia. 
Table 5.48: Findings about Hypothesis 21: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 M illion E. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs ""' Owner. Managing Di recto r. Sn lcs Manager: S llh~G roup I : Norw:JY. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub·Group 2: Italy, Spa in. South Korea. Czech Republic, HlIngury. Po land. Slovcniu. Sub-Group 
3- Russia China India) 
No.21 Hypothesis 21: The more Strategy Form ulation is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of 
Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internationa l MOM TOM 
Sample Finns Finns Finns Finns 
Low Corre lation 1= 0. 10 to 0.29 0.361 0.353 0.359 0.310 0.42 1 0.349 -0.424 
Mediulll Corrcintion rO.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
OA9 
High Corrdati on r=0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.241 0.620 0.475 0.328 0.362 0.388 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Finns Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.001 0.077 0.012 0.046 0.007 0.079 0.049 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.079 0.000 0.025 0.019 0.003 0.10 1 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.22 Findings about Hypothesis 22: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV -Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV -Competitor Focus, the 
higher the level of perfonnance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05 , which 
is the case for the total sample, large, domestic and international fin11S , MOMs and TOMs, 
subgroups I to 3, and for firn1s who have undertaken business in the USA, Europe and Asia. 
The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05 , which is the case for small fin11S. 
Table 5.49: Findings about Hypothesis 22: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €, Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Mi ll ion f : TOMs,., Foundry Manager, MOMs - Owner. Managi ng Di rcl"lOr. Sa les Manager: Sub-Group I: Norwuy, 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Ituly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Repub lic. Hungary. Polund. SIOVCIlIU, Sub.GrHIIJ'! 
3' Russia China. India) 
No.22 Hypothesis 22: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level 
of Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MO M TO M 
Sample Firnls Finns Firnls Finns 
Low Corre lati on 1= 0 . 10 to 0.29 0.534 0.259 0.650 0.336 0.670 0.471 0 .602 
Mediull1 Co rrel ati on r=0 .30 to 
Sub· Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
OA9 
Il ig lt Co rrc iJ tion rO.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.5 18 0.575 0.575 0.546 0.694 0.59 1 
Total Small Large Domestic Internationa l MO M TO M 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Firnls Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O. 05 0.000 0.20 1 0.000 0.030 0.000 0.000 0 .001 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0 .000 0 .001 0.008 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.23 Findings about Hypothesis 23: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy fommlation is based on MBV -Interfunction 
Coordinaton, the higher the level of perfomlance" can be confimled for all significant 
values < 0.05 , which is the case for the total sample, large and international finns , MOMs 
and TOMs, subgroups I to 3, and for finns who have done business in the USA, Europe 
and Asia. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small 
and domestic finns. 
Table 5.50: Findings about Hypothesis 23: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million E. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs:z Foundry Manager. MOMs - O wner. Munag ing DircclOr. Sa les Munugcr: Sub·Group I : Norway, 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, pain. South Korea. Czech RepUbl ic. Hungary. 1'01110d. Slovcnia . S ub·Group 
3' Russia China India) 
No.23 Hypothesis 23: The more Str ategy Formulation is based on MBV- Int erfu nc tion Coordination, the higher 
the Level of Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MO M TOM 
Sample Finns Fin1lS Firn1s Finns 
Low Correi,tion r=0 .1 0 to 0 . ~ 9 0.493 0.240 0.624 0.277 0.688 0.471 0.602 
Medium Correbtion r=0.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0,49 
High Corrc lat i,)Jl r 0.50 to I group I 
group 2 group 3 
0.512 0.633 0.542 0.505 0.505 0.466 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MO M TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Finns Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.000 0.238 0.000 0.075 0.000 0.000 0.003 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.000 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.033 0.044 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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5.6.24 Findings about Hypothesis 24: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus, the 
higher the level of perfomlance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05 , which 
is the case for the total sample, large and international firms , MOMs, subgroups I to 3, and 
for firms who have undertaken business in Europe and Asia . The hypothesis must be 
rejected for all values >0.05 , which is the case for small and domestic finns, TOM s, and 
firms who have undertaken business in the USA. 
Table 5.51: Findings about Hypothesis 24: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
(SmaJl Firm: Turnover < 10 Mill ion E. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs:oFoundf)' Manager. MOMs - Owner. Munng ing DircclOr. Sales M:mnger: Sub-Grour I : NPfWUY. 
Sweden. Netherl ands. Austria. Fin land. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: hal)" Spain. South Korea. Czech RC'pul'!lic. Hungnry. Po land. S\('Ivcnin. ~ ub-Group 
) - Russia Ch ina India) 
No.24 Hypothesis 24: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customcr Focus, th e higher the Levcl of 
Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MOM TO M 
Sample Firms Firms Finns Finns 
Low Correlation r=O.1 0 to O . ~ 9 0.363 0.124 0.422 0.038 0.666 0.365 0.368 
Medium Correla tion r=O.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
O . .J C) 
11 igh Corrd"tioll r=O.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.417 0.471 0.530 0.359 0.298 0.465 
Total Small Large Domestic I nternat ional MOM TO M 
Required Value to confirm: Sampl e Finns Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.001 0.545 0.003 0.813 0.000 0.004 0.092 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.002 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.230 0.045 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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6 Discussion and Analysis of the Results 
6.1 Overview of the Research 
The main aim of the thesis was to explore the effects of globalization on strategy 
formulation in the German foundry industry. Having analysed the effects of globalization 
opportunities and globalization threats on strategy formulation, the effects of strategy 
formulation on performance and the level of alliances, this final section will consider three 
issues. First, I will discuss the findings of each hypothesis with reference to the literature. 
Second, I will summarize the key points arising from the analysis. Third, I will consider the 
extent to which lessons can be learnt for both the practise and theory. 
Although much existing and ongoing research can be found on strategy and strategy 
formulation, only a small amount can be found on the effects of globalization on strategy 
formulation among SMEs. Previous research and literature show, however, that SMEs have 
an increasing demand for strategy formulation in times of globalization - indeed, as much 
as larger companies do - and research needs to be conducted that focuses on these demands. 
Based on the positivism paradigm research, this thesis helps to close this knowledge gap 
and gain a better understanding about the effects of strategy formulation in the German 
foundry industry. The added value and original contribution of this thesis with respect to 
prior literature stem from both a theoretical and empirical perspective. Theoretically, I 
address doubts about the fact that globalization always has an effect on strategy formulation 
(Papadakis et aI., 1998; Grant, 2003). Empirically, I contribute by analysing a new spatial 
context, namely foundries in Germany, providing results which shed light on whether 
globalization always has an effect on strategy formulation. The discussion and analyse 
chapter highlights several possibilities for future empirical research in the globalization 
strategy formulation interface. 
The research attempted to identify key variables regarding the effects on strategy 
formulation. The concepts of the resource-based and market-based view helped to explain 
strategy formulation. Both concepts were incorporated into a model of strategy formulation. 
Strategy formulation is considered as a blend of internal orientation (resource-based view) 
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as well as external orientation (market-based view) in order to find out whether 
globalization has an effect on strategy fonnulation. 
During the research, different dimensions of globalization opportunities and threats were 
classified. The research identified various items of strategy fonnulation based on either 
resource-orientation or market-orientation, and it presented a model, which included 
globalization opportunities and threats on the one hand, and strategy fonnulation based on 
resource-orientation or market-orientation, on the other hand. The model was the basis of 
the questionnaire. Furthennore, and to obtain an overview about the contribution of strategy 
fonnulation on perfonnance and the level of alliances, questions regarding the contribution 
of strategy on perfonnance and alliances were added. The central research title of this thesis 
was: "The effects of globalization on strategy fonnulation in the Gennan foundry industry". 
The criteria for choosing companies and their representatives for this study were: (I) that 
the company was a foundry, (2) and the foundry was in Gennany. The samples were drawn 
from that population. 
The research hypothesis was approached by usmg a positivist strategy, since in this 
scientific method, the accepted approach to research begins with a theory, collects data that 
either supports or refutes the theory, and then makes necessary revisions before additional 
tests are carried out (Creswell, 2009). I used deductively-based analytical strategies and 
procedures. The method of research was based on the approach of Paladino (2008). It also 
drew heavily on the study of Narver and Slater (1990) and Thoumrungroje (2007). After 
the initial literature review was completed, a research framework including a conceptual 
model was created. After that, the questionnaire was developed and a pilot test was 
conducted and some wording corrected. Then, an online survey was conducted to gather the 
primary data. Baseline data collection took place from March through June 2011. The 
primary data was collected from managing directors, foundry manager, sales manager and 
others. The analysis of the data was carried out with SPSS. Correlation analysis and 
independent samples t-tests were conducted to explore the effects of globalization on 
strategy fonnulation in the Gennan foundry industry. 
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6.2 Analysis relating to Research Hypotheses 
6.2.1 Analysis relating to Research Hypothesis 1: The greater the Effects of 
Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on 
RBV-Vniqueness 
After having presented the findings in chapter 5, the main results of correlations and the 
significant levels are presented again in order to use these results as the starting point for 
the discussion of the results in relation to the literature and the consideration of future 
directions that research in this area could take. Table 6.1 shows the survey results of the 
hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness". The hypothesis can be confirmed for all 
significant values < 0.05, which is only the case in the subgroup USA. For the total sample 
as well as for all remaining subgroups the hypothesis must be rejected. These findings are 
surprising, given that globalization opportunities do not have any effect on strategy 
formulation based on RBV-U. 
The general results presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this 
area. For example, the findings appear to conflict with those of e.g. Armario et a1. (2008), 
Piercy and Morgan (1989), and Wei and Morgan (2004), who reported that environmental 
changes are significantly related to strategy. Nevertheless, the findings in the literature 
regarding the influence of external environmental changes appear fragmented and 
somewhat contradictory (Grant, 2003). For example, many studies have found that the 
effects of the environment on strategy formulation based on resource-orientation are 
dependend on the environmental conditions (Boulding and Staelin, 1990; Hayes and 
Wheelwright, 1984; Paladino, 2008). Pearce et a1. (1987) suggest that environmental 
conditions have an influence on strategy making. Similarly, Papadakis et a1. (1998) suggest 
that the role of the environment in which a firm operate directly impacts strategy making. 
Specifically, when the rate of technological market turbulence increases or technological 
innovations take place, the need for the focus on resource-orientation in terms of a focus on 
the development and organizational resources increases (Paladino, 2008). This in turn 
encourages the focus not to be on the resources in a stable market situation, because SMEs 
tend to put greater emphasis on market orientated strategies. This point has been illustrated 
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in the thesis with the four different strategy fonnulating groups and the distribution of the 
sample within them. 
However, the thesis also presents data which generally support previous work in this area. 
For example, the results are consistent with the notion that even in the context of changing 
environmental conditions, finns basic orientations may not vary much (Beal, 2000; Knight, 
1999). Miller and Friesen (1984) also argue that strategy fonnulation tends to be somewhat 
static, at least in the short run, because momentum helps maintain consistency within any 
organization. Similarly, Ginsberg (1988), Papadakis et al. (1998) and Grant (2003), all 
found minimal support for the contention that environmental changes lead to changes in 
strategy fonnulation. Generally, a further explanation could be that the foundries do not 
have enough time for the frequent scanning of their external environments (Beal, 2000). 
The following questions will not be answered by this research, because they would need 
further investigation, but from this analysis questions for future research can be developed. 
Why are globalization opportunities not important for strategy fonnulation based on RBV 
uniqueness? Why are globalization opportunities only important for strategy fonnulation 
based on RBV uniqueness for finns operating in USA, and not for finns doing business in 
Europe and Asia or in the other foreign subgroups analysed? On the other hand, the 
correlation for the subgroup is -0.541 shows a negative correlation and indicates a converse 
contribution of strategy fonnulation. 
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Table 6.1: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 1: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness 
(Small Finn: Turnover <:: 10 Million f , Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million £: TOMs::Foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager; Sub-Group I: Nof"'A'uy. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austri a. Finland. USA. Belgi um. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spa in . Sout h Korea, Czech RepUbl ic. Hungary. " oland. Slovenia . Sub.Group 
3' Russia China. India) 
No.1 Hypothesis 1: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on RBV-Vniqueness 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms FinllS 
Lo\\' Correlation r=0 . 1 0 to 0.29 0.152 0.176 0.195 0.202 0.107 0.191 -0.044 
Medium Corrc13 tion r=O. 30 to Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
High Correlat ion rO.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.069 0.160 0.233 0.261 -0.541 0.376 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms FinllS 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.173 0.254 0.255 0.198 0.523 0.140 0.850 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.629 0.345 0.308 0.065 0.025 0.125 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.2 Analysis relating to Research Hypothesis 2: The Greater the Effects of 
Globalization Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-
Dynamism 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
fonnulation is based on RBV-Dynamism" can be confinned for all significant values < 
0.05, which is not the case either in the total sample or in all subgroups. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample and for all 
subgroups. 
The results presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area 
(Table 6.2). For example, the data suggest that globalization opportunities have no effect on 
strategy fonnulation based on RBV-DY. Boulding and Staelin (1990), Hayes and 
Wheelwright (1984), and Paladino (2008), all suggest that the effects of the environment on 
strategy fonnulation based on resource-orientation are dependent on the market conditions. 
Specifically, when the rate of technological market turbulence increases or technological 
innovations take place, the need for the focus on resource-orientation in tenns of a focus on 
the development and organizational resources increases (Paladino, 2008). This in turn 
encourages the focus not to be on the resources in a stable market situation, because SMEs 
tend to put greater emphasis on market orientated strategies. This point has been illustrated 
in the thesis with the four different strategy fonnulating groups and the distribution of the 
sample within them. 
There were, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differed from 
previous studies. Studies discussed earlier, such as those by Annario et al. (2008), Piercy 
and Morgan (1989), and Wei and Morgan (2004), all suggest that environmental changes 
are significantly related to strategy. This goes contrary to the findings, but it is consistent 
what was found in Beal (2000) and Knight (1999). I suggest that this may be because that 
the foundries have no strategy at all, which has been a prevalent characteristic of many 
SMEs (Inkpen and Choudhury, 1995; Wang et al., 2006), or they may not have time for the 
frequent scanning of their external environments (Beal, 2000). 
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As mentioned in the previous subchapter, the following questions will not be answered by 
this research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis 
questions for future research can be developed. Why are globalization opportunities not 
important for strategy formulation based on RBV dynamism? Are SMEs generally not 
formulating their strategies based on RBV elements? 
Table 6.2: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 2: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV- Dynamism 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs:: Foundry Manager. MOMs ., Owner. Managing Director. Su les Manngcr. Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. NetherlandS. Austria. Fmland. USA. Belgium. fr.mce. England. Dc-nmark. Sub-Group 2: Itlly. Spain. South Korea. Czech RepUblic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnin. Sub-Group 
) ' Russ ia China India ) 
No.2 Hypothesis 2: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on RBV-Dynamism 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firnls Finns Firnls 
Lo\\ COIT lalioll r=0. 1 0 lO 0. ~ 9 0.154 0.063 0.231 0.2 10 0.046 0.078 0.025 
"ktl ium COIT~l3l1on r=0 .30 lO 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
O.-I Q 
11 igh Corr,", JllOn r 0.50 lO I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.017 -0.165 0.037 0.090 -0.403 0.158 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.168 0.685 0.175 0.18 1 0.785 0 .552 0.9 15 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.905 0.328 0.963 0.530 0 .109 0.530 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.3 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 3: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Synergy 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on RBV-Synergy" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, 
which is the case for domestic firms, MOMs, and firms which have undertaken business in 
Europe and in the USA. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the 
case for the total sample, small firms, large firms, international firms, TOMs, and firms 
which have done business in subgroups 1 to 3, and in Asia. 
The statistics reveal that RBV-S is significantly and positively related in a few subgroups 
such as domestic firms, MOMs, and firms which have undertaken business in Europe and 
in the USA (Table 6.3). These findings are generally consistent with past research (e.g. 
Henard and Szymanski, 200 I; Muffatto and Panizzolo, 1996). Many studies have found 
that the effects of the environment on strategy formulation based on resource-orientation 
are dependent on the market conditions (Boulding and Staelin, 1990; Hayes and 
Wheelwright, 1984; Paladino, 2008). Specifically, when the rate of technological market 
turbulence increases or technological innovations take place, the need for the focus on 
resource-orientation in terms of a focus on the development and organizational resources 
increases (Paladino, 2008). While this interpretation was supported by the data in the 
subgroups domestic firms, MOMs, Europe and the USA, additional information is required 
to more fully understand the details of this relationship. It may be, for example, that for the 
foundries which have done business in the USA and Europe, strategy formulation based on 
RBV -Synergy is more important and therefore they have spent more time on this issue. 
Perhaps most striking is the finding that strategy formulation based on RBV -S is significant 
for MOMs. MOMs appear to be more inclined to leverage strategies based on RBV -S for 
formulating strategies and coping with globalization. 
Clearly, the conflicting findings of this thesis point to need for further investigation of the 
effects of globalization opportunities on strategy formulation based on RBV-S. As in the 
previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this research, because 
they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for future research 
200 
can be developed. Why are globalization opportunities only important for strategy 
formulation based on RBV synergy for domestic firn1s and MOMs, and for finm which are 
doing business in Europe and USA? Why are globalization opportunities not relevant for 
strategy formulation based on RBV -S for international finns and for TOMs? Why are the 
globalization opportunities not important for firms which are doing business in Asia? 
Table 6.3: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 3: The Greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV -Synergy 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Mill ion f : TOMs::Foundry Manager. MOMs " Owner. Managing Director. Sa les Mnnager: Sub·Grour 1: Nom -ay. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. USA. Belgium. fr:J.nce. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hunga!)" Poland. Slo\,cnlU. Sub.Group 
3- Russia China India) 
No.3 Hypothesis 3: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on RBV-Uniqueness 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firnls Firms 
Low Correlation - 0.10 to 0. ~ 9 0.190 0.1 22 0.395 0.259 0.250 0.269 -0.11 4 
~1 cdillm COITclJtl on r=(),~O tll 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.-19 
High Com'l3tion r 0.50 10 I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.025 0.267 0.221 0.368 -0.556 0.288 
Total Small Large Domesti c International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.087 0.430 0.175 0.017 0.131 0.036 0.624 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.861 0.111 0.335 0.008 0.020 0.247 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.4 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 4: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Vniqueness 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness" can be confirmed for all significant values < 
0.05, which is the case for firms which have done business in subgroup 3. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample, small firms, 
large firms, domestic and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, subgroups 1 and 2, and 
for firms which are doing business in Europe, the USA and Asia. 
The statistics reveal data which both support and contradict previous work in this area 
(Table 6.4). For example, the data suggest that globalization threats have no effect on 
strategy in the total sample, and in the subgroups small firms, large firms, domestic and 
international firms, MOMs and TOMs, subgroups 1 and 2, and for firms which are doing 
business in Europe, the USA and Asia. These findings are generally consistent with most of 
the previous research findings that resource-orientation is not altered by its environment 
(e.g. Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Slater and Narver, 1995; Paladino, 2008). Papadakis et a1. 
(1998) and Rajagopalan et a1. (1993), all suggest that the environmental variables do not 
have a significant effect on strategy making. Similarly, Lin et a1. (2009) suggest that 
unpredictability in the environment will increase the difficulty of focusing on the resources. 
The data suggest that globalization threats have an effect on strategy in subgroup 3. This is 
in line with Pearce et a1. (1987) who suggest that environmental conditions have an 
influence on strategy making. Similarly, Papadakis et a1. (1998) suggested that the role of 
the environment in which a firm operate directly impacts strategy making. Hayes and 
Wheelwright (1984) put forward this argument and suggest that firms adopting a resource-
orientation need to be particularly wary of the environment in which they compete. One 
possible explanation is that SMEs, under pressure from the forces of globalization, may 
invest in technology intended to provide a sustainable competitive advantage for the longer 
term (Knight, 2000 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
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research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why are globalization threats only important for strategy 
formulation based on RBV uniqueness for firms which are doing business in subgroup 3. 
Why are globalization threats not important for MOMs and TOMs and for small and large 
firms? Why are globalization threats not relevant for fin11S which are doing business in 
USA and Europe? Why are globalization threats for strategy formulation based on RBV-U 
not relevant for firms which are doing business in subgroups I and 2? The question, why 
globalization threats are more important for strategy formulation based on RBV-U for 
subgroup 3 would be the first step to gain an idea about globalization perception and how 
relevant this is for strategy fonnulation . 
Table 6.4: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 4: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Mannger. MOMs " Owner. Manag ing Director. Sales Manager; ub-Group 1: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Ausuia. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnin. Sub-Group 
3' Russia China India) 
No.4 Hypoth esis 4: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
RBV-Uniqueness 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Lo\\ Corrdalion r=0. 1 010 0.29 0.196 0.229 0.294 0.165 0.282 0.202 0.1 47 
M ~dilllll Corr~lalion r- 0.30 10 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
High Corr~ l a li on - 0.50 10 I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.123 0.073 0.499 0.250 -0.200 0.376 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.078 0.134 0.082 0.297 0.086 0.11 8 0.524 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.387 0.668 0.Q2] 0.077 0.441 0. 125 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.5 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 5: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism 
The hypothesis 'The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism" can be confirmed for all significant values < 
0.05, which is neither the case in the total sample nor in all subgroups. The hypothesis must 
be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample as well for all 
subgroups. 
The results present data which both support and contradict previous work in this area 
«Table 6.5). For example, the data suggest that globalization threats have no effect on 
strategy formulation based on RBV-DY. Studies discussed earlier, such as those by 
Armario et a1. (2008), Piercy and Morgan (1989), and Wei and Morgan (2004), all 
suggested that environmental changes are significantly related to strategy. Similarly, 
Boulding and Staelin (1990), Hayes and Wheelwright (1984), and Paladino (2008), all 
suggest that the effects of the environment on strategy formulation based on resource-
orientation are dependent on the environmental conditions and the rate of technological 
market turbulences, because increased innovations will increase the need for the focus on 
resource-orientation in terms of a focus on the development and organizational resources. 
Hayes and Wheelwright (1984) put forward this argument and suggest, that firms adopting 
a resource-orientation need to be particularly wary of the environment in which they 
compete. Similarly, Lin et a1. (2009) suggest that firms in a stable environment, rather than 
a dynamic environment, will facilitate synergy creation between firms. This goes contrary 
to the findings, but it is consistent what was found in Beal (2000) and Knight (1999). I 
suggest that this may be because that the foundries have no strategy at all, which has been a 
prevalent characteristic of many SMEs (Inkpen and Choudhury, 1995; Wang et aI., 2006), 
or they may not have time for the frequent scanning of their external environments (Beal, 
2000). 
There were, however, some important areas where the results support previous work in this 
area. For example, the data suggest that globalization threats are not significantly and 
positively related with strategy formulation based on resource-orientation. Papadakis et a1. 
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(1998) and Rajagopalan et al. (1993), all suggest that the environmental variables do not 
have a significant effect on strategy making. 
As in the prevIOus subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Wby are globalization threats not important for strategy 
formulation based on RBV dynamism for the firms? As a counterpoint to this, firms which 
are doing business in subgroup 3 and large firms demonstrated medium correlations 
compared to other subgroups, although the results do not pass the 95 % confidence 
threshold and are not viewed as significant. 
Table 6.5: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 5: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f . ~e Fmn Tumo\ef > 10 Million f: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MO~·t s - O"''Tlcr. Managi ng Director. Sales Manager; Sub-Group I: NOrA'ay. 
Sweden. Netherlands. A USUla. finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. CzC'ch Republi c. Hungnl)'. Poland. Slovcnin. Sub-Group 
3' Russia China India) 
No.S Hypothesis 5: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
RBV-Dynamism 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Lo\\' Corrdati on r=0. 1 0 to 0.29 0.154 0.215 0.310 0.268 0.181 0.117 0.277 
~kdlllnl CorrciJtlc)11 r=O.~O w 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
High Corrdati on r · 0.:' 0 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.1 89 -0.108 0.338 0.165 -0.042 0.158 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.168 0.161 0.066 0.086 0.278 0.370 0.225 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.179 0.523 0.134 0.247 0.874 0.530 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.6 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 6: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Synergy 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
fonnulation is based on RBV-Synergy" can be confinned for all significant values < 0.05, 
which is the case for large finns and finns which have done business in Europe and in 
subgroup 3. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the 
total sample, small finns, domestic and international finns, MOMs and TOMs, and for 
finns which have done business in subgroups 1 and 2, and for finns which have undertaken 
business in the USA and Asia. 
The statistics reveal that only in a few subgroups are globalization threats significantly and 
positively related with strategy fonnulation based on RBV-S (Table 6.6). Only the results 
for large finns and finns which have done business in subgroup 3 and Europe reveal a 
significant and positive result. These findings are generally consistent with most past 
research findings. For example, studies discussed earlier, such as those by Annario et al. 
(2008), Piercy and Morgan (1989), and Wei and Morgan (2004), all suggested that 
environmental changes are significantly related to strategy. Similarly, Boulding and Staelin 
(1990), Hayes and Wheelwright (1984), and Paladino (2008), all suggest that the effects of 
the environment on strategy fonnulation based on resource-orientation are dependent on the 
environmental conditions. Furthennore, Hart and Banbury (1994) suggest that as a finn 
grow in size, there is an increasing pressure to develop approaches to resource allocation. 
The results for the total sample, small finns, domestic and international finns, MOMs and 
TOMs, and for finns which have done business in subgroups 1 and 2, and for finns which 
have undertaken business in the USA and Asia revealed not a significant and positive result. 
These findings are generally consistent with most past research findings that resource-
orientation is not altered by its environment (e.g. Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Slater and 
Narver, 1995; Paladino, 2008). 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
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future research can be developed. Why are globalization threats only important for strategy 
formulation based on RBV synergy for large finns or fimls which are doing business in 
Europe and in subgroup 3? Why are globalization threats for strategy fom1Ulation based on 
RBV -S not relevant for firms which are doing business in USA and Asia? The question, 
why globalization threats are more important for strategy formulation based on RBV-S for 
large firms and not for small firms would be the first step to gain an idea about 
globalization perception and how relevant this is for strategy formulation. 
Table 6.6: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 6: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Synergy 
(Small Finn: Tumover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs=Foundf)' Manager. MOMs *" Owner. Managing Di rector. Sules M~m3gcr : Sub-Group I: Norwoy. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austna. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark.. Sub-Group 2: Ilaly. Spain. South Korea. Czech RepUblic. Hungary. I)o land. Sloveni B. Sub-Group 
3' Rwsia China. India) 
No.6 Hypothesis 6: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
RBV-Synergy 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domesti c International MOM TOM 
Sample Firnls Firnls Firms Firnls 
Low CorrciJlion - 0.10 100.19 0.190 0.145 0.417 0.170 0.339 0 .204 0.090 
'.I ediu m Corr'l3 tilll) r=O.~O to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0 . .1 9 
High CorrdJt mn r- 0. 50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.204 -0.108 0.486 0.305 -0.311 0 .288 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Finns Firms Finns 
Signifi cance Level p<O.05 0.087 0.346 0.011 0.28 1 0.339 0.114 0.697 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.401 0 .520 0.025 0.029 0.224 0.247 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.7 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 7: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV -Competitor 
Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities. the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus" can be confirmed for all significant 
values < 0.05, which is the case for large firms, firms which are doing business in Asia and 
in the USA, and for MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is 
the case for the total sample, small firms, domestic and international firms, TOMs, firms 
which have done business in subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms which have undertaken 
business in Europe. 
The statistics reveal that a few subgroups are significantly and positively related to strategy 
formulation based on MBV-CF (Table 6.7). The mixed results indicate that globalization 
opportunities do indeed impact on strategy formulation based on MBV-CF in the subgroups 
large firms, firms which are doing business in Asia and in the USA, and for MOMs. 
Generally, these findings are consistent with past research (e.g. Slater and Narver, 1995). 
Baker and Sinkula (1999) put forward this argument, and argued that market-orientated 
firms adapt to changes in the external environment. The findings showed that MOMs 
consider MBV -CF to be significant. This is in line with Calantone and di Benedetto (1994), 
who suggested that management has an important role in responding to changing 
environmental changes, and this point has been illustrated in that the results of MO Ms were 
significant, but the results of TOMs were not. 
In contrast to the extant literature, the findings show the opposite case for the total sample 
and for the subgroups small firms, domestic and international firms, TOMs, firms which 
have done business in subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms which have undertaken business in 
Europe. Paladino (2008) e.g., analysed manufacturing firms with high market turbulence, 
and found that they find it difficult to monitor customer requirements and to provide them 
with value. Another study was conducted by Miller and Friesen (1984) who argue that 
strategy formulation tends to be somewhat static, at least in the short run, because 
momentum helps maintain consistency within any organization. 
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As in the previous subchapters, the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. It is interesting to speculate about why, for example, 
MOMs perceive globalization opportunities to be significant while TOMs consider these 
not to be significant. Further questions would also be interesting to explore: Why are 
globalization opportunities only important for strategy formulation in terms of MBV -CF for 
large firms, and firms which are doing business in USA and Asia, and for MOMs? Why are 
the globalization opportunities for strategy formulation based on MBV -CF not relevant for 
TOMs and for firms which are doing business in Europe and in subgroups I to 3? It could 
be said that large firms had the opportunity to benefit from globalization opportunities for 
years. As an argument in support of this, small finns demonstrate low correlations 
compared to large firms, although the results do not pass the 95 % confidence threshold and 
are not viewed as significant. 
Table 6.7: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 7: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus 
(Small Finn: Tumo\cr < 10 Milhon (. Large: Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs- Foundry Manager. MO Ms - Owner. Managing Director. Sa les Manager: SUb-Group I : NorwllY. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech RepUblic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnin, Suh-Group 
3' Russ ia China India) 
No.7 Hypothesis 7: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on MBV-Competitor Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Fin11s Firms Firnls 
Lo" Corrcbtion r=0. 1 0 to 0 . ~9 0.170 0.125 0.338 0.129 0.132 0.263 -0.23 1 
~ 1 cdium Corr~,"tJlln r=O .. 'O to Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
High Correla ti on r=O.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.026 0.306 0.364 0.202 -0.732 0.555 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Signi fi cance Level p<O.05 0.127 0.41 8 0.044 0.414 0.429 0.041 0.3 15 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
0.853 0.066 0.105 0.155 0.001 0.017 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.8 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 8: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction 
Coordination 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination" can be confirmed for all 
significant values < 0.05, which is the case for large firms, firms which have done business 
in the USA, and for MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is 
the case for the total sample, small firms, domestic and international firms, TOMs, firms 
which have undertaken business in subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms which have done 
business in Europe and Asia. 
Table 6.8 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area (table 
6.8). For example, the data suggest that globalization opportunities have an effect on a few 
subgroups such as large firms, firms which have done business in the USA, and for MOMs. 
Baker and Sinkula (1999), Slater and Narver (1995), and Morgen and Piercy (1998), and 
WaIters (1986), all suggest that globalization influences a firm's strategy. Papadakis (1998), 
Fredrickson and Iaquinto (1989), put forward this argument, for example, that the company 
size is usually considered to be of importance in the context of strategy formulation. In a 
stable environment firms can track customer preferences better and can increase the 
interfunction coordination between departments in their strategies (Paladino, 2008). 
Calantone and di Benedetto (1994) suggest that management has an important role in 
responding to environmental changes, and this point has been illustrated in that the results 
of MO Ms were significant, but the results of TOMs were not. 
However, in contrast to the extant literature, the findings show the opposite to be the case 
for the total sample, small firms, domestic and international firms, TOMs, firms which have 
undertaken business in subgroups I to 3, and for firms which have done business in Europe 
and Asia. In fact, also Paladino (2008) analysed manufacturing firms with high market 
turbulence and found that they find it difficult to monitor customer requirements and to 
provide them with value. Hence, management is only able to formulate effective strategies 
in times of low turbulence (Paladino, 2008). This could be the argument for the total 
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sample, all for all subgroups with a non significant result. 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis the 
questions for future research can be developed. Why are globalization opportunities only 
important for strategy formulation in terms of MBV-IC for large firms, MOMs, and finns 
which are doing business in the USA? It could be said that large firms had the opportunity 
to benefit from globalization opportunities for years. Why are globalization opportunities 
on strategy formulation based on MBV-IC not relevant for TOMs and for firms which are 
doing business in Europe, Asia and in subgroups I to 3? For example, to advance our 
knowledge of the role of MOMs we need a better understanding of their impact (if any) on 
strategy formulation and/or the underlying characteristics which are important 
(Rajagopalan et al., 1997). 
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Table 6.8: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 8: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV -Interfunction 
Coordination 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f ; TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs "" Owner. Managing Dircc1or. Sales Manager; Sub-Group 1: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA .. Belgium. Fr:J.nce. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Srmin. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcniu. Sub-Group 
). Russia China India) 
No.8 Hypothesis 8: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domest ic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firnls 
Low Correlation r=0. 1 0 to 0 . ~ 9 0.186 0 .058 0.464 0.302 0.464 0.022 -0 .184 
Medium Correlation r=O. 30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0 ... 9 
High Corrcl3t ion r=O.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.155 0.152 0.251 0.252 -0.603 0.455 
Total Small Large Domest ic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Signi ficance Level p<0.05 0.095 0.707 0.004 0.052 0.373 0.047 0.736 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.271 0.368 0.272 0.074 0.010 0.058 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.9 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 9: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customer 
Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus" can be confirmed for all significant values 
< 0.05, which is neither in the total sample nor in all subgroups the case. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample as well for all 
the subgroups. 
The table 6.9 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area. 
For example, the data suggest that globalization opportunities do not have an influence on 
strategy formulation based on MBV-CUF. In fact, also Paladino (2008) analyses 
manufacturing firms with high market turbulences and find that they find it difficult to 
monitor customer requirements and to provide them with value. Hence, management is 
only able to formulate effective strategies in times of low turbulences (Paladino, 2008). 
On the other hand, prior research found a positive relationship between globalization 
potential and strategic orientation (Birkinshaw et al., 1995; Hout et al., 1982; Yip, 1995). 
Baker and Sinkula (1999) put forward this argument, and suggest that market-orientated 
firms adapt to changes in the external environment. In contrast to the extant literature, the 
findings show the opposite to be the case for the total sample and for all subgroups. I 
suggest that this may be because that the foundries do not have high market turbulences at 
all, because Paladino (2008) argues that it is difficult to monitor customer requirements in 
such markets. Smart and Vertinsky (1984) put forward another argument and suggest that 
firms which are in environments that are highly complex and turbulent tend to focus their 
strategy more on short-term fire-fighting. 
As in the previous subchapters, the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why are globalization opportunities not important for 
strategy formulation in terms ofMBV-CUF? 
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Table 6.9: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 9: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Opportunities, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV Customer Focus 
(Small Finn : Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Fmn: Tumover > 10 Million €: TOMs"" foundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Manag ing Direclor. Su les Munugcr: Sub-G roup 1: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. US.-\. Belgium. France. England. Denmark.. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Po land. Slovcnia. Sub·Group 
3- Russia China. India) 
No.9 Hypothesis 9: The greater the effects of globalization opportunities, the more strategy formulation is 
based on MBV-Customer Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Lo\\ Correlation r=O. 1 0 to O. ~ 9 
-0.0 14 -0.145 -0.175 0.125 -0 .09 1 0.022 -0.184 
~1cdlll l11 Corrcl3t1on r=O.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
OA9 
Il igh Corrclatl\1I1 - 0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.006 -0 .00 1 -0.085 0.033 -0.468 0.304 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firnls 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.903 0.347 0.308 0.430 0.589 0.865 0.424 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.964 0.994 0.713 0.818 0.058 0.219 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.10 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 10: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus" can be confinned for all significant 
values < 0.05, which is the case for firms which have undertaken business in subgroups 2 
and 3, and for firms which have done business in the USA. The hypothesis must be rejected 
for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample, small and large firms, domestic 
and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, and for firms which have done business in 
Europe, Asia and in subgroup 1. 
These findings, therefore, present data which both support and contradict previous work in 
this area (Table 6.1 0). For example, the results for the total sample, small and large firms, 
domestic and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, and for firms which have done 
business in Europe, Asia and in subgroup 1 are consistent with the notion that even in the 
context of changing environmental conditions, firms' basic orientations may not vary much 
(Beal, 2000; Knight, 1999). Steers (1977) suggests that an important role of management is 
to concentrate on the resources, and therefore, the impact on strategy formulation based on 
market orientation is lessened. Similarly, Smart and Vertinsky (1984) suggest that firms 
which are in environments that are highly complex and turbulent tend to focus their strategy 
more on short-term fire-fighting. 
On the other hand, the data in the subgroups for firms which have undertaken business in 
subgroups 2 and 3, and for firms which have done business in the USA show significant 
results. This in in line with Birkinshaw et al. (1995), Hout et al.(1982) and Slater and 
Narver (1995), all suggest that there is a positive relationship between globalization and 
strategy formulation. Baker and Sinkula (1999) put forward this argument, and argued that 
market-orientated firms adapt changes in the external environment. Similarly, Smart and 
Vertinsky (1984) and Catantone and di Benedetto (1994), all suggest that the likelihood of 
global competitors makes the threat of major environmental change even greater for the 
firms. 
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As in the prevIous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why are globalization threats not important for strategy 
formulation based on MBV -CF for most of the firms? Are they any specific characteristics 
why globalization threats have to be considered for firms who are doing business in the 
USA and in the subgroups 2 and 3? Especially for large and international firms it is 
surprising that strategy formulation in terms of MBV-CF seems to be not significant. The 
answer to the question why globalization threats are not important for strategy formulation 
based on MBV-CF would be the first step to gain an insight into globalization perception 
and how relevant this is for strategy formulation. 
Table 6.10: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 10: The greater the Effects of 
Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor 
Focus 
(Sma ll Firm: Turnover < 10 M ill ion €. Large Fmn Tumo,cr > 10 Mill ion €: TOMs= Foundry Manu~er . MO Ms - Owner. Manag ing Director. Sa les Manager: Sub-Group 1: Norwuy. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. USA. BelgIUm. Fruncc. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. en'ch Republic. Hungnry . Ilo land. Slovcni ll, Sub-Group 
3' Russia China India) 
No.10 Hypothesis 10: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
MBV-Competitor Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firn1s Firms Firn1s Firn1s 
Low COIT lation r-O. I 0 to 0.29 0.176 0.2 14 0.326 0.162 0.11 3 0.246 -0.128 
\1 ctllltm Cllrrl'l ;ltll)n r-tUO to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0...\9 
ll lgh Corrc\Jtl on - () . )(l to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.021 0.558 0.450 0 .1 74 0.324 0.362 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firn1s Firms Firms Firms 
Signifi cance Level p<0.05 0.114 0.162 0.052 0.305 0.50 1 0.056 -0.128 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.880 0.000 0.036 0.222 0.008 0.127 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.11 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 11: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction 
Coordination 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination" can be confirmed for all 
significant values < 0.05, which is the case for the total sample, for large firms, and firms 
that have undertaken business in the USA and in subgroups 2 and 3. The hypothesis must 
be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small firms, domestic and 
international firms, MOMs and TOMs, and for firms which have done business in Europe, 
Asia and in subgroup 1. 
Table 6.11 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area. For 
example, strategy formulation based on MBV-IC is important for the total sample, for large 
firms, and firms that have undertaken business in the USA and in subgroups 2 and 3. These 
results are in accordance with Greenley (1995) Slater and Narver (1995), and Morgen and 
Piercy (1998), all suggest that rapid changes are likely to necessitate increased cooperation 
between organizational departments. Paladono (2008) suggests that in a stable environment 
firms can track customer preferences better and can increase the interfunction coordination 
between departments in their strategies. This could be the argument for the total sample, for 
large firms, and firms that have undertaken business in the USA and in subgroups 2 and 3. 
This suggests that management adopting a market orientation thus need to be particularly 
wary of the environment in which they compete. 
However, the data also contradict previous work in this area - for example, there were no 
significant results in the subgroups small firms, domestic and international firms, MOMs 
and TOMs, and for firms which have done business in Europe, Asia and in subgroup 1. But 
these results were in line with Paladino (2008), who suggest that firms with high market 
turbulence find it difficult to monitor customer requirements and to provide them with 
value. 
217 
As in the prevIOus subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why are globalization threats important for strategy 
formulation based on MBV-IC for the total sample? Why are globalization threats 
important for large firms but not for small firms? Why are globalization threats relevant for 
the firms which are doing business in the USA but not for the finns which are doing 
business in Europe and/or Asia? Are there any specific market characteristics why 
globalization threats have to be considered for firms which are doing business in the USA? 
Table 6.11: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 11: The greater the Effects of 
Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction 
Coordination 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs== foundry Manager. MOMs =- Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager; Sub~Group I : Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austna. fin land. USA. Belgium. France, Eng.land. Denmark. Sub·Group 2: Ita ly, Spain. South Korea. Czech Rcpubli(', Hungary. Poland. Slovcnin. Sub-Grnup 
3' Russia China India) 
No.11 Hypothesis 11: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
MBV-Interfunction Coordination 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Finns Finns Firms Firms 
Low Correlation pO. I 0 to 0.29 0.218 0.185 0.535 0.276 0.229 0.222 0.206 
~1cdium CorreiJ ti lm r=0.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
OA9 
High Correlat ioll .-=-0. 50 to I group I 
group 2 group 3 
0.233 0.378 0.251 0.23 1 0.278 0.370 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Firms Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.049 0.230 0.001 0.077 0.166 0.085 0.370 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
0.096 0.019 0.028 0.103 0.025 0.119 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.12 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 12: The greater the Effects of Globalization 
Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus 
The hypothesis "The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy 
formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus" can be confirmed for all significant values 
< 0.05, which is the case for firms which have undertaken business in the USA and in 
subgroups 2 and 3. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case 
for the total sample, small and large firms, domestic and international firms, MOMs and 
TOMs, and for firms which have done business in Europe, Asia and subgroup 1. 
The results present, again, data which both support and contradict previous work in this 
area (Table 6.12). For example, firms which have undertaken business in the USA and in 
subgroups 2 and 3 revealed significant results. This is in line with Baker and Sinkula 
(1999), Greenley (1995), and Slater and Narver (1995), who all suggested that market-
orientated firms are capable of adapting to globalization threats in terms of market 
turbulences in their strategies. 
However, in contrast to the extant literature, the findings show also the opposite case for 
the total sample, small and large firms, domestic and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, 
and for firms which have done business in Europe, Asia and subgroup 1. But these results 
were in line with Paladino (2008), who suggests that firms with high market turbulence find 
it difficult to monitor customer requirements and to provide them with value. This is may 
also be the case for foundries in Germany. This suggests that management are not adopting 
a market orientation in order to adjust their strategy formulation. 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why are globalization threats only important for strategy 
formulation based on MBV-CUF for firms which are doing business in the USA and in the 
subgroups 2 and 3? Why are the globalization opportunities for strategy formulation based 
on MBV-CUF not at all relevant for at least large and international firms? It could be said 
that the foundries in Germany still do not have significant knowledge about the markets in 
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Asia. Another question is, are there any specific market characteristics in the subgroups 2 
and 3 that are more important for strategy formulation in tenns of MBV -CUF than those in 
subgroup I , in Europe and Asia? 
Table 6.12: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 12: The greater the Effects of 
Globalization Threats, the more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-
Customer Focus 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large firm: Tumo\cr > 10 Milhon €: TOMs== Foundry Manager. MOMs '" Owner. Mannging Director. Sules Mllnllgcr: Sub-Group I: Norwu y. 
Sweden. Nelherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Ita ly. Spai n. South Korea. Czech Repub lic. Hungary. Po land. Slovenilt. ub-Group 
) - Russia China Ind ia) 
No.12 Hypothesis 12: The greater the effects of globalization threats, the more strategy formulation is based on 
1\1 BV -Customer Focus 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic Intem ational MOM TOM 
Sample Finns Fimls Fimls Finns 
Lo\\' Correlation r=0. 1 0 10 0. 29 0.053 0.026 0.21 5 0.228 -0.068 0.06 1 0.030 
~IcJiul1l Correlallon r=0.30 h) 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0 ... 9 
Iligh Corrci3l1on r=O.5U to I 
group I g roup 2 group 3 
0.083 0.620 0.475 0.050 0.362 0.388 
Total Small Large Domestic Intem ational MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sampl e Finns Finns Fimls Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.642 0.868 0.209 0.147 0.685 0.645 0.897 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.557 0.000 0.025 0.729 0.003 0.10 1 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.13 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 13: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV -Uniqueness, the higher 
the level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is only the 
case for MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for 
the total sample, small and large firms, domestic and international firms, TOMs, subgroups 
1 to 3, and for firms which have done business in Europe, the USA and Asia. 
The statistics reveal that RBV-U is generally not significantly and positively related to the 
level of alliances (Table 6.13). The thesis, therefore, presents data which both support and 
contradict previous work in this area. For example, the data suggest that strategy 
formulation based on RBV-U is not important for the level of alliances. Studies discussed 
earlier, by Levitt and March (1988), and Hoang and Rothaermel (2005), suggest that 
successful firms may fall into a competency trap which motivates them to rely on 
established resources and therefore they are not interested in learning from complementary 
partners. Similarly, Diaz et al. (2011) suggest that a majority of SMEs prefer alliances 
related to market issue. 
There were, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differ from 
previous studies. For example, in their study on alliance partner decisions Hitt et al. (2000) 
found support for resource-based reasoning. Similarly, Zhiang et al. (2009) suggest that 
firms seek partners that helped them secure access to resources. Studies discussed earlier, 
such as those by Shan (1990), Mitchell and Singh (1992), and Stuart (1998), all suggest that 
resource strengths and resource weaknesses are the main determinants of the level of 
alliances. Similarly, Knight (2006) suggests that SMEs which are strongly affected by 
globalization tend to put greater emphasis on the acquisition of technology. In this thesis, 
the result for the subgroup MOMs supported these findings. This suggests that strategy 
formulation based on RBV-U does have an effect on the level of alliances in this subgroup, 
whereas TOMs do not consider RBV-U. 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
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research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is strategy formulation based on RBV -U only 
important for MOMs when they consider the level of alliances? Do we have to consider this 
in combination of their more market-orientated view? Why is strategy fomlUlation in terms 
of RBV-U not important for small firms which have the possibility to enlarge their 
restricted resources if they consider the general possibility of alliances? Is the resource-
orientated approach for strategy formulation in terms of alliances generally not as important 
as the market-orientated approach? 
Table 6.13: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 13: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small fI rm: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Tummer > 10 Million f : TOMs""'Foundry Mll11ager. 10\1s - Owner. Managing Director. Sales Mana~cr; Sub-Group I: NO,",,01Y. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 1: Ita ly. pain. Soulh Korea. zc:ch Repuhlic. Hungnry. r oland. SIO\,C'IlIU, Sub-Group 
3- Russia China India) 
No.I3 Hypothesis 13: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firn1s Firn1s Finns 
Lo" Correlation r=0.1 0 to 0 . ~ 9 0.197 0.273 0.050 0.139 0.264 0.280 -0.123 
Medium Correlation r=0 .;0 t,) 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
OA9 
Il igh Correlation r-0.50 tll I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.01 1 0.300 0.298 0.252 0.079 0.287 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Finns Firn1s Finns 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.077 0.178 0.740 0.380 0.109 0.029 0.595 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.936 0.072 0.190 0.074 0.762 0.249 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
222 
6.2.14 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 14: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV·Dynamism, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, the higher the 
level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case for 
MOMs. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total 
sample, small and large firms, domestic and international firms, TOMs, subgroups 1 to 3, 
and for firms which have undertaken business in Europe, USA and Asia. 
The statistics reveal that RBV-U is generally not significantly and positively related to the 
level of alliances (Table 6.14). The thesis, therefore, presents data which both support and 
contradict previous work in this area. For example, the data suggest that strategy 
formulation based on RBV-DY is not important for the level of alliances. Studies discussed 
earlier, by Levitt and March (1988), and Hoang and Rothaermel (2005), suggest that 
successful firms may fall into a competency trap which motivates them to rely on 
established resources and therefore they are not interested in learning from complementary 
partners. On the other hand, Diaz et al. (2011) suggest that a majority of SMEs prefer 
alliances related to market issue. 
There were, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differ from 
previous studies. For example, in their study on alliance partner decisions, Hitt et al. (2000) 
found support for resource-based reasoning. Similarly, Zhiang et al. (2009) suggest that 
firms seek partners that help them secure access to resources. Studies discussed earlier, 
such as those by Shan (1990), Mitchell and Singh (1992), and Stuart (1998), all suggest that 
resource strengths and resource weaknesses are the main determinants of the level of 
alliances. Similarly, Knight (2006) suggests that SMEs which are strongly affected by 
globalization tend to put greater emphasis on the acquisition of technology. In this thesis, 
the result for the subgroup MOMs supported these findings. This suggests that strategy 
formulation based on RBV-DY does have an effect on the level of alliances in this 
subgroup, whereas TOMs do not consider RBV-DY. 
There are a number of questions which would help to gain a better understanding or would 
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be helpful for further studies, but this goes beyond the scope of this thesis: Why is strategy 
fonnulation based on RBV-DY only important for MOMs when they consider the level of 
alliances? Do we have to consider this in combination with their more market-orientated 
view? Why is strategy fonnulation in tenns of RBV -DY not important at least for small 
firms which have the possibility to expand their restricted resources if they consider the 
general possibility of alliances? Is the resource-orientated approach for strategy fommlation 
in terms of alliances generally not as important as the market-orientated approach? 
Table 6.14: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 14: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs:oFoundry Manager, MOMs :z Owner. Mnnngi ng Dircclor. Sules Manugcr; Sub~Grou p 1: Norw:1Y. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria , Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain, Soulh Korea. Czech Republi c. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3- Russ ia China. India) 
No.14 Hypothesis 14: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, the higher the Level of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Int ernational MOM TOM 
Sampl e Finns Finns Firms Finns 
Low Correlat ion r=0. 1 0 to 0. 29 0.052 0.071 0.006 0.025 0.165 0.112 -0.145 
McdittI11 Correlution r=(UO to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
Hi gh Corrcbtion r=0. 50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.021 -0.042 0.099 0.003 0.038 0.138 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Finns Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.641 0.729 0.970 0.873 0.322 0.389 0.532 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.882 0.803 0.668 0.985 0.885 0.584 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.15 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 15: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the 
level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case for 
the total sample, MOMs and for the firms which have done business in Europe. The 
hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small and large firms, 
domestic and international firms, TOMs, subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms which have done 
business in the USA and Asia. 
Table 6.15 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area. For 
example, the data suggest that strategy formulation based on RBV -S is important for the 
level of alliances for the total sample, MOMs and for firms which have undertaken business 
in Europe. Hitt et al. (2000), and Zhiang et al. (2009), all suggest that resource-based 
reasoning is important for alliance partner decisions. Studies discussed earlier, such as 
those by Shan (1990), Mitchell and Singh (1992), and Stuart (1998), all suggest that 
resource strengths and resource weaknesses are the main determinants of the level of 
alliances. Similarly, Knight (2006) suggests that SMEs which are strongly affected by 
globalization tend to put greater emphasis on the acquisition of technology. 
There were, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differed from 
previous studies. For example, studies discussed earlier, such as those by Levitt and March 
(1988), and Hoang and Rothaermel (2005), suggest that successful firms may become a 
competency trap which motivates them to rely on established resources and therefore they 
are not interested in learning from complementary partners. Similarly, Diaz et al. (2011) 
suggest that a majority of SMEs prefer alliances related to market issue. 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is strategy formulation based on RBV -S important 
for the total sample, but not for small or large firms, domestic and international firms? Why 
is strategy formulation based on RBV -S not important in terms of alliances for TOMs? 
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Again, do we have to consider this in combination of their less market-orientated view? 
Why is strategy formulation RBV -S important for firms which are doing business 111 
Europe, and not important for the firms which are doing business in the USA and Asia? 
Table 6.15: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 15: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Finn : Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million €; TOMs"'f oundry Manager, MOMs = Owner. Managing Director. Sales M:tnugcr; Sub-Group I: Norwl1Y. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. Eng land. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czc(" h Republ ic. Hungary. Po lund. Sloven in. Sub-Grour 
3- Russia. China. India ) 
No.IS Hypothesis 15: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Intem ational MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Low Corrciation r=0.1 0 to 0.29 0.218 0.312 0.118 0.193 0.316 0.338 -0.251 
1I 1cdiuI1l Corrciat ion r=CUO to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA A sia 
0. -1 9 
High Correla ti on r-0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.086 -0.324 0.099 0.003 0.038 0.138 
Total Small Large Domestic Intemational MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Fimls Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.049 0.120 0.118 0.193 0.316 0.008 0.273 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.547 0.050 0.175 0.042 0.947 0.357 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.16 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 16: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the 
higher the level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is 
only the case for the firms which have undertaken business in the USA. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample, and for small 
and large firms, domestic and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, subgroups 1 to 3, and 
for firms which have undertaken business in Europe and Asia. 
Table 6.16 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area. For 
example, the data suggest that strategy formulation based on MBV -CF is important for the 
level of alliances for the firms that have undertaken business in the USA. Coral and 
Cravens (2009) and Piercy, 1994) all suggest that alliances allow SMEs to enhance their 
strategic market options in foreign countries. Similarly, Diaz et at. (2011) suggest that a 
majority of SMEs prefer alliances related to market issue. 
There are, however, results of the thesis that differ from previous studies, especially in the 
area of the total sample and all subgroups without the USA. In this thesis, only firms which 
have undertaken business in the USA showed a significant result, i.e. strategy formulation 
based on MBV -CF do impact the level of alliances. On the other hand, the correlation for 
the subgroup USA is -0.541, and shows a negative correlation and indicates a converse 
contribution of strategy formulation. One might interpret this finding, for example, as 
evidence that small firms do not have a strategy and operate more in terms of their distinct 
characteristics (Hudson et aI., 2001). Another explanation for the results could be that the 
foundries have no strategy at all, which has been a prevalent characteristic of many SMEs 
(Inkpen & Choudhury, 1995; Wang et aI., 2006). 
Like in the former subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigations, but from this analysis the 
question for future research can be developed. Why is the strategy formulation based on 
MBV-CF only important in terms of alliances for companies who are doing business in the 
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USA? Are there specific market conditions which have to be considered while fOn1mlating 
strategies in terms of the level of alliances? Are the market conditions in Europe so well-
known that there is not the necessity to be taken into account? How about Asia, why IS 
strategy formulation based on MBV -CF not important in terms of alliances? 
Table 6.16: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 16: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Firm: Turnover < 10 Million E. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager, MOM s::::: Owner. Man:lging Director. Sales Mnnagcr: Sub-Group I; Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland lJSA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Ita ly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcniu. Sub-Group 
3' Russia. China [ndia) 
No.16 Hypothesis 16: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level 
of Alliances 
Tota l Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic Internati onal MOM TOM 
Sample Firn1s Firms Firn1s Firn1s 
Low Correlalion r=0 .1 0 100.29 0.111 0.345 -0.063 0.164 -0.026 0.047 0.152 
\kuiUI11 Corrciall<)1l r=lUO 10 Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0.49 
II lgh Corre lation r=0.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
-0.082 0.231 0.221 0.232 -0.652 0.207 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firn1s Firms Firms Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.322 0.085 0.679 0.300 0.878 0.838 0.24 1 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
0.659 0.342 0.336 0.101 0.005 00409 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.17 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 17: The more Strategy Formulation is based on 
MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction 
Coordination, the higher the level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 
0.05, which is not the case for the total sample as well as for all subgroups. The hypothesis 
must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample and for all 
subgroups. 
The statistics reveal that MBV -IC is generally not significantly and positively related to the 
level of alliances (Table 6.17). The thesis, therefore, presents data which both support and 
contradict previous work in this area. For example, the data suggest that strategy 
formulation based on MBV-IC is not important for the level of alliances. Studies discussed 
earlier, such as those by Shan (1990), Mitchell and Singh (1992), and Stuart (1998), all 
suggest that resource strengths and resource weaknesses are the main determinants of the 
level of alliances. Similarly, Knight (2006) suggests that SMEs which are strongly affected 
by globalization tend to put greater emphasis on the acquisition of technology. 
There were, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differ from 
previous studies. For example, Cravens and Piercy (1994) suggest that for entrepreneurial 
SMEs alliances enhances the strategic marketing options. Similarly, Diaz et a1. (2011) 
suggest that a majority of SMEs prefer alliances related to market issue. The study 
discussed earlier by Coral (2009) suggests that alliances require a greater level of inter-
cooperation. On the other hand, one might interpret the results, for example, as evidence 
that SMEs do not have a strategy and operate more in terms of their distinct characteristics 
(Hudson et al., 2001). Another explanation for the results could be that the foundries have 
no strategy at all, which has been a prevalent characteristic of many SMEs (Inkpen and 
Choudhury, 1995; Wang et al., 2006). 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is strategy formulation based on MBV-IC not 
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important for compames while formulating their strategies In terms of the level of 
alliances? Are formulating strategies towards the market-orientated approach not as 
relevant as the resource-orientated approach in terms of the level of alliances? 
Table 6.17: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 17: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs::Foundry Manager. MOMs '" Owner. Manag ing Di rector. Sales Manager: Sub-Group 1: NorwlIY. 
Sweden, Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: 1t31y. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Po lund. Slovcni n. Suh-Group 
3- Russ ia China. lndia ) 
No.17 Hypothesis 17: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher 
the Level of Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Finns Firms Firms Firnl s 
Low Correlation r=0.1 0 to 0.29 0.126 0.244 0.073 0.197 0.106 -0.203 0.229 
Medium Corre lation r=O.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0"<9 
High Correla tion r=O.:iO to I group I 
group 2 group 3 
0.063 0.161 0 .229 0.162 -0.218 0.226 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.260 0.229 0.073 0.211 0 .528 0.377 0.229 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group 1 group 2 group 3 
0.659 0.342 0.317 0.255 0 .402 0.367 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.18 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 18: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Alliances 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV -Customer Focus, the 
higher the level of alliances" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is 
not the case for the total sample as well for all subgroups. The hypothesis must be rejected 
for all values >0.05, which is the case for the total sample and for all subgroups. 
Again, the statistics reveal that MBV-CUF is generally not significantly and positively 
related to the level of alliances (Table 6.18). The thesis, therefore, presents data which both 
support and contradict previous work in this area. For example, the data suggest that 
strategy formulation based on MBV -CUF is not important for the level of alliances. Studies 
discussed earlier, such as those by Shan (1990), Mitchell and Singh (1992), and Stuart 
(1998), all suggest that resource strengths and resource weaknesses are the main 
determinants of the level of alliances. Similarly, Knight (2006) suggests that SMEs which 
are strongly affected by globalization tend to put greater emphasis on the acquisition of 
technology. 
There were, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differ from 
previous studies. For example, Cravens and Piercy (1994) suggest that for entrepreneurial 
SMEs alliances enhances the strategic marketing options. Similarly, Diaz et al. (2011) 
suggest that a majority of SMEs prefer alliances related to market issue. On the other hand, 
one might interpret the results, for example, as evidence that small firms do not have a 
strategy and operate more in terms of their distinct characteristics (Hudson et al., 2001). 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is strategy formulation based on MBV-CUF not 
important for companies when formulating their strategies in terms of level of alliances? 
Why do foundries view the possibility of alliances as not as important in terms of 
formulating their strategies based on MBV-CUF and, generally, why is MBV not relevant 
for formulating strategies in terms of the level of alliances? 
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Table 6.18: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 18: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on MBV -Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Alliances 
(Small Firm: Turnover < )0 Million €. Large Firm: Turnover > 10 Million €: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs - O"'Tlcr. Manllging Director. Sules Manager: Sub-Gmu!, I: NorwlIY. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: ilaly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republi c. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnin. Sub-Group 
3' Russ ia. China India) 
No.18 Hypothesis 18: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Lewl of 
Alliances 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Entire Small Large Domestic Intemational MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Lo\\' Correlati on r=0.1 0 to 0.29 0.004 0.054 -0.012 0.015 0.042 -0.206 0.055 
Medium Corrcbtion pO.30 to Sub- Sub· Sub· Europe USA Asia 
04 9 
High Con'dation r=O.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.055 0.057 ·0.019 0.162 -0.009 0.178 
Total Small Large Domestic Intemational MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Firms Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.975 0.793 0.936 0.923 0.802 0.370 0.677 
Sub· Sub· Sub· Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.701 0.736 0.934 0.817 0.972 0.479 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.19 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 19: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher 
the level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the 
case for the total sample, large firms and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, subgroups 
2 and 3, and for firms which have undertaken business in Europe and the USA. The 
hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small and domestic 
firms, subgroup 1, and for firms which have done business in Asia. 
Overall, the statistics reveal that RBV -U is significantly and positively related to 
performance (Table 6.19). These results are consistent with the extant research (e.g. Barney, 
1986; Dess eta 1., 1997; Henard & Szymanski, 2001; Muffatto & Panizzolo, 1996). 
According to Paladino (2007; 2008), the resource focus allows firms to improve internal 
effectiveness and efficiency. This in turn has an impact on financial performance. Barney, 
(1986), and Makhija (2003), all suggest that resource management is important for superior 
performance, and this point has been illustrated in the literature review with the four 
different strategy formulation groups and the distribution on the sample within them. 
Contrary to the hypothesis, however, strategy making is not significant in the subgroups for 
small and domestic firms, subgroup 1, and for firms which have done business in Asia. One 
might interpret this finding, for example, as evidence that small firms do not have a strategy 
and operate more in terms of their distinct characteristics (Hudson et aI., 2001). Others 
argue that it is quite possible that performance itself is a contingency that determines, in 
part, the strategy making used by the firm (Hart & Banbury, 1994; Chakravarhy & Lorange, 
1991). 
Nevertheless, based on the mixed results, further questions could be the basis for future 
research: Why is strategy formulation based on RBV -U important for the total sample, but 
not for small and domestic firms? Why is strategy formulation based on RBV-U important 
for firms which are doing business in Europe and in the USA, and in subgroups 2 and 3, but 
not for firms which are doing business in Asia and subgroup I? Is the more important 
233 
element of REV -U for the markets in Europe and USA the result of the greater experience 
they have in these markets? 
Table 6.19: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 19: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: TurnovCT < 10 Milhon €.l...arge Firm: Turnover > 10 Million f ; TOMs=f oundry Manager. MOMs - Owner. Managing DireclOr. Sules Manager; Sub·Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austna. Finland USA. BelgIUm. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Repub li c. Hungary. Poland. lovenin . Sub-Group 
) - Russia, China. India) 
No.19 Hypothesis 19: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Uniqueness, the higher the Level of 
Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sampl e Firms Firnls Finns Finns 
Low CorreiJ tion r=0.1 010 0.29 0.334 0.288 0.326 0.190 0.431 0.311 0.447 
,,1cdium Corrd3ti,>n r=0.~ (I ll> 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0...19 
High CorrclJ tion r=0.50 10 I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.209 0.558 0.450 0.303 0.324 0.362 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firnls Firms 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.002 0.154 0.024 0.228 0.006 0.014 0.037 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.129 0.000 0.036 0.031 0.008 0.127 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
234 
6.2.20 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 20: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Dynamism, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, the higher the 
level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case 
for the total sample, large, domestic and international firms, MOMs, subgroup 2 and 3, and 
for firms which have undertaken business in the USA. The hypothesis must be rejected for 
all values >0.05, which is the case for small firms, TOMs, subgroup 1, and for finns which 
have done business in Europe and Asia. 
Overall, the statistics revealed that RBV-DY is significantly and positively related to 
performance for the total sample, large, domestic and international firms, MOMs, 
subgroups 2 and 3, and for firms which have undertaken business in the USA (Table 6.20). 
This finding is consistent with the extant research (e.g. Bamey, 1986; Dess eta 1., 1997; 
Henard & Szymanski, 2001; Muffatto & Panizzolo, 1996), all suggest that strategy making 
based on resource-orientation is most strongly associated with performance. 
Contrary to the hypothesis, however, strategy making is not significant in the subgroups for 
small firms, TOMs, subgroup 1, and for firms which have done business in Europe and 
Asia. One might interpret this finding, for example, as evidence that small finns do not 
have a strategy and operate more in terms of their distinct characteristics (Hudson et aI., 
2001). Others argue that it is quite possible that performance itself is a contingency that 
determines, in part, the strategy making used by the firm (Hart & Banbury, 1994; 
Chakravarhy & Lorange, 1991). 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is the strategy formulation based on RBV-DY 
important for the large firms, but not for small firms? Why is strategy formulation based on 
RBV-DY important for firms who are doing business in the USA, and in subgroups 2 and 3, 
but not for firms which are doing business in Asia and Europe and in subgroup I? Is the 
more important element of RBV-DY for the market in the USA the result of the more 
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experience in this market? Why do TOMs do not consider strategy formulation based on 
RBV-DV in terms of performance as important? 
Table 6.20: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 20: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on RBV -Dynamism, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Mllhon €. Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million £: TOMs=f oundry Manager. MOMs '" OW11er. Managing Dircclor. Sales Manager. Sub-Group I: NorwDY. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austna. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. Eng.land. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spai n. South Korea. Cz.ech Republic. Hungary. Polund. S lovcnia. Sub-Grou p 
) . Russia China India) 
No.20 Hypothesis 20: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Dynamism, the higher the Level of 
Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Finns Firms Firms Finn 
Lo" Correlation .-0. J 0 to 0. 29 0.300 ·0.019 0.402 0.101 0.398 0.286 0 .362 
!l1edIUIl1 Correlation rO.3U 10 
Sub- Sub· Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0 .. 9 
J ligh Correlat ion r 0.50 tll J 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.232 0.378 0.469 0.258 0.278 0.370 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firms Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.006 0.928 0.005 0.024 0.011 0 .024 0.097 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.091 0.019 0.028 0.067 0.025 0 .119 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.21 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 21: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the 
level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which is the case 
for the total sample, large, domestic and international firms, TOMs, subgroups 2 and 3, and 
for firms which have undertaken business in the USA and Europe. The hypothesis must be 
rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small firms, MOMs, subgroup 1, and for 
firms which have done business in Asia. 
Table 6.21 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area. For 
example, the data suggest that strategy formulation based on RBV-S is important for the 
level of performance for the total sample, large, domestic and international firms, TOMs, 
subgroups 2 and 3, and for firms which have undertaken business in the USA and Europe. 
Again, these results are consistent with the extant research (e.g. Barney, 1986; Dess eta 1., 
1997; Henard & Szymanski, 2001; Muffatto & Panizzolo, 1996). According to Paladino 
(2007; 2008), the resource focus allows firms to improve internal effectiveness and 
efficiency. This in turn has an impact on financial performance. 
There are, however, some areas where the results of this thesis differ from previous 
research, especially for the subgroups small firms, MOMs, subgroup 1, and for firms which 
have done business in Asia. Hart and Banbury (1994), and Chakravarhy and Lorange 
(1991) all suggest that strategy making has no direct effect on the level of performance, 
because performance itself is a contingency that determines, in part, the strategy making 
used by the firm. Another explanation could be that the foundries have no strategy at all, 
which has been a prevalent characteristic of many SMEs (Inkpen & Choudhury, 1995; 
Wang et aI., 2006). 
As in the previous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is strategy formulation based on RBV -S important 
for large firms, but not for small firms? Why is strategy formulation based on RBV-S 
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important for firms which are doing business in the USA and Europe, and in subgroups 2 
and 3, but not for finns who are doing business in Asia and Europe and in subgroup I? Is 
the more important element of RBV-S for the market in the USA and Europe the result of 
their greater experience in this market? Why do MOMs not consider strategy fommlation 
based on RBV -S in terms of performance as relevant? 
Table 6.21: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 21: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f . Large Finn: Turnover > 10 Million f: TOMs::: Foundry Manager, MOMs '" Owner. Managing DireclOf. Sales Manager: Sub-Grou p 1: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republi c. Hungary. Poland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3- Russia. China. India) 
No.21 Hypoth esis 21: The more Strategy Formulation is based on RBV-Synergy, the higher the Level of 
Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firn1s Firms Firms Firms 
Lo\\' Correlat ion r=0. 1 0 to 0.29 0.361 0.353 0.359 0.310 0.421 0.349 ·0.424 
Medium Correlation r=() 30 to 
Sub· Sub· Sub· Europe USA Asia 
OA9 
High CotTela ti on r=0.50 to 1 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.241 0.620 0.475 0.328 0.362 0.388 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firn1s Firms Firms Firn1s 
Significance Level p<O.05 0.00 1 0.077 0.012 0.046 0.007 0 .079 0.049 
Sub· Sub· Sub· Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.079 0.000 0.025 0.019 0.003 0.101 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.22 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 22: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the 
higher the level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which 
is the case for the total sample, large, domestic and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, 
subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms which have undertaken business in the USA, Europe and 
Asia. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small firms. 
The statistics reveal that MBV -CF is significantly and positively related to performance 
(Table 6.22). Only the results for small firms were not significant. Overall, the findings 
provide strong support for the framework and contribute to the literature in two ways. First, 
the relationship between performance and market-orientation has traditionally been 
approached from the MO perspective. The findings are therefore generally consistent with 
past research (e.g. Atuahene-Gima et aI., 2005; Makhija, 2003; Narver & Slater, 1998; 
Paladino, 2008). According to Han et a1. (1998), a customer focus allows firms to 
continuously innovate for the benefit of the customer and, thus, it is expected that these 
innovations would positively influence performance. Moreover, Makhija (2003) and Baker 
and Sinkula (2005), both suggest that a strong market orientation can directly influence 
performance. Second, there are, however, some important areas where the results of this 
thesis differ from previous research, especially in the area of the different strategy elements. 
Similarly, Slater et a1. (2006), all suggest that the strength of the relationship between 
market orientation and performance varies by strategic type. As Hult et a1. (2005), Baker 
and Sinkula (1999), who all suggest that simply assessing the direct link between market-
orientation and performance is not fruitful. Another explanation for the result in the 
subgroup small firms could be that the foundries have no strategy at all, which has been a 
prevalent characteristic of many SMEs (lnkpen & Choudhury, 1995; Wang et aI., 2006). 
Nevertheless, from this analysis questions for future research can be developed. Why is 
strategy formulation based on MBV-CF important for large firms, but not for small firms? 
Is this the result of smaller firms having less experience with strategy fOffimlation at all? 
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Table 6.22: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 22: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on MBV -Competitor Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Mill ion f . lar"£C' Firm: Turnover > 10 Mill ion €: TOMs""Foundry Manager. MOMs - OV>'1lcr. Managing Director. Sl.I les Manager: Sub-Group I : Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Ausma. Fmland. USA. Belg-ium. France. England, Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy, Spain. South Korea. Czech Republ ic. Hungary. Poland. Slovcni ll. Sub-Group 
3: Russia. China. IndIa) 
No.22 Hypothesis 22: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Competitor Focus, the higher the Level 
of Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Tota l Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Finns 
Lo\\ Corrdation r=0. 1 0 to 0. ::! 9 0.534 0.259 0.650 0.336 0.670 0.471 0.602 
Medium Correlation r=0.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0...19 
High Correlation rO.50 to I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.5 18 0.575 0.575 0.546 0.694 0.591 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Finns Finns Finns Finns 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.000 0.201 0.000 0.030 0.000 0.000 0.001 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.008 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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6.2.23 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 23: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV -Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV -Interfunction 
Coordinaton, the higher the level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant 
values < 0.05, which is the case for the total sample, large and international firms, MOMs 
and TOMs, subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms who have done business in the USA, Europe 
and Asia. The hypothesis must be rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small 
and domestic firms. 
Table 6.23 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area. For 
example, the data suggest that strategy formulation based on MBV-IC is important for the 
level of performance for the total sample, large and international firms, MOMs and TOMs, 
subgroups 1 to 3, and for firms which have done business in the USA, Europe and Asia. 
Atuahene-Gima et a1. (2005), Makhija (2003), Slater and Narver (1998), and Paladino, 
(2008), all suggest that the relationship between performance and market-orientation has 
traditionally been approached from the MO perspective. According to Han et a1. (1998), a 
customer focus allows firms to continuously innovate for the benefit of the customer and, 
thus, it is expected that these innovations would positively influence performance. 
Similarly, Makhija (2003) and Baker and Sinkula (2005) both suggest that a strong market 
orientation can directly influence performance. 
There are, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differed from 
previous research, especially for the subgroup small firms and domestic firms. Matsuno and 
Mentzer (2000) and Slater et a1. (2006) all suggest that the strength of the relationship 
between market orientation and performance varies by strategic type. Another argument is 
made by Bult et a1. (2005), and Baker and Sinkula (1999), who all suggest that simply 
assessing the direct link between market-orientation and performance is not fruitful. 
Another explanation for the subgroups small and domestic firms could be that the foundries 
have no strategy at all, which has been a prevalent characteristic of many SMEs (Inkpen & 
Choudhury, 1995; Wang et al., 2006). 
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As in the prevIous subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is strategy fonnulation based on MBV-IC important 
for large finns , but not for small finns? Why is strategy fonnulation based on MBV-IC 
important for international firnls , but not for domestic finns? Is this the result of smaller 
and domestic finns having less experience in the world-market or is this the result of not 
fonnulating strategies at all? 
Table 6.23: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 23: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on MBV -Interfunction Coordination, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million E. Large Firm: Tumo\'cr > 10 Million f: TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs " Owner. Managing Director. Sules Manager; Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Fin land. USA. Belgium. France. England. Denmark. Sub-Group 2: Italy. Spain. Soulh Korea. Czech Repub li c, Hungary. J·oland. Slovcnia. Sub-Group 
3' Russ ia, China. India) 
No.23 Hypoth esis 23: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Interfunction Coordination, the higher 
the Level of Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Firms Fimls 
Lo\\' Correla lion r=0.1 0 to 0. ~9 0.493 0.240 0.624 0.277 0.688 0.471 0 .602 
t-lcdiuITI COrr,"IJll on r=0.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0. -1 9 
High Corre lation .. 0.50 la I group I group 2 group 3 
0.512 0.633 0.542 0.505 0.505 0.466 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Fim1s Finns Firms Firms 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.000 0.238 0.000 0.075 0.000 0.000 0.003 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.000 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.033 0.044 
Source: Helko Brauckboff 
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6.2.24 Analysis relating to Hypothesis 24: The more Strategy Formulation is based 
on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
The hypothesis "The more strategy formulation is based on MBV -Customer Focus, the 
higher the level of performance" can be confirmed for all significant values < 0.05, which 
is the case for the total sample, large and international firms, MOMs, subgroups 1 to 3, and 
for firms which have undertaken business in Europe and Asia. The hypothesis must be 
rejected for all values >0.05, which is the case for small and domestic firms, TOMs, and 
firms which have undertaken business in the USA. 
Table 6.24 presents data which both support and contradict previous work in this area. For 
example, the data suggest that strategy formulation based on MBV -CUF is an important 
case for the total sample, large and international firms, MOMs, subgroups 1 to 3, and for 
firms which have undertaken business in Europe and Asia. Atuahene-Gima et a1. (2005), 
Makhija (2003), Slater and Narver (1998), and Paladino, (2008) all suggest that the 
relationship between performance and market-orientation has traditionally been approached 
from the MO perspective. According to Han et al. (1998), a customer focus allows firms to 
continuously innovate for the benefit to the customer and, thus, it is expected that these 
innovations would positively influence performance. Similarly, Makhija (2003) and Baker 
and Sinkula (2005) both suggest that a strong market orientation can direct influence 
performance. 
There are, however, some important areas where the results of this thesis differed from 
previous research, especially for the subgroups small firms, domestic firms, TOMs, and 
firms which have undertaken business in the USA. Matsuno and Mentzer (2000) and Slater 
et al. (2006) all suggest that the strength of the relationship between market orientation and 
performance varies by strategic type. Another argument was made by Hult et al. (2005), 
and Baker and Sinkula (1999), who all suggest that simply assessing the direct link between 
market-orientation and performance is not fruitful. Another explanation for the subgroups 
small and domestic firms, TOMs and USA, could be that the foundries have no strategy at 
all, which has been a prevalent characteristic of many SMEs (lnkpen & Choudhury, 1995; 
Wang et aI., 2006). 
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As in the prevIOus subchapters the following questions will not be answered by this 
research, because they would need further investigation, but from this analysis questions for 
future research can be developed. Why is strategy fornmlation based on MBV -CUF 
important for large firms, but not for small firms? Why is strategy formulation based on 
MBV-CUF important for international firms , but not for domestic firms? MOMs consider 
strategy formulation based on MBV -CUF as important, but TOMs do not. What could be 
the reason for this? Why the firms are not viewing strategy fonnulation based on MBV-
CUF as important for doing business in the USA? Is this the result of the market conditions 
in Europe and Asia being different? 
Table 6.24: Analysis relating to Hypothesis 24: The more Strategy Formulation is 
based on MBV -Customer Focus, the higher the Level of Performance 
(Small Finn: Turnover < 10 Million f. Large Fmn: Turnover > 10 Million f : TOMs=Foundry Manager. MOMs::: Owner. Managing Director. Sales Manager: Sub-Group I: Norway. 
Sweden. Netherlands. Austria. Finland. USA. Belgium. France. England Denmark. Sub-Group 2: haly. Spain. South Korea. Czech Republic. Hungary. Poland. Slovenia. Sub-Group 
3- Russia.. China India ) 
No.24 Hypothesis 24: The more Strategy Formulation is based on MBV-Customer Focus, the higher the Level of 
Performance 
Total Sample and Subgroups 
Tota l Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Sample Firms Firms Finns Firms 
Lo\\ Correlati on r=0. 1 0 to 0.29 0.363 0.124 0.422 0.038 0.666 0.365 0.368 
~1cdium CorrelJtl0n r=0.30 to 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
0..19 
High Correlation r=0.50 tCl I 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.417 0.471 0.530 0.359 0.298 0.465 
Total Small Large Domestic International MOM TOM 
Required Value to confirm: Sample Firms Firn1s Firms Fim1s 
Significance Level p<0.05 0.001 0.545 0.003 0.8 13 0.000 0.004 0.092 
Sub- Sub- Sub- Europe USA Asia 
group I group 2 group 3 
0.002 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.230 0.045 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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6.3 Short Q",en'iew of the Main Results 
Most management research is context-specific (Adcroft & Teckman, 2008), and this thesis 
is no different as it deals with a very specific market, namely the German foundry market. 
However, whilst the German foundry may be unusual, I would point out the following key 
points from the findings: 
• Strategy formulation is a blend of resource-orientation and market-orientation 
which has been supported by the findings. 
• The MBV elements of strategy are more significant than the RBV elements of 
strategy when formulating strategies. However, small firms consider RBV as more 
important than MBV. Furthermore, foundries which supply to countries within 
subgroups 1 and 3 demonstrate significantly higher levels ofRBV than MBV. 
• The MBV element of strategy is more significant for large firms, international firms, 
and foundries which supply to countries within subgroups 2, Asia, Europe and the 
USA. 
• The RBV element of strategy is not really affected by size of firms, degree of 
internationalization, who develops strategy, and in which market the firms operate 
in. 
• The MBV and RBV elements show a strong, direct effect of strategy formulation 
based on resource- and market-orientation on performance, confirming a strong 
causal link between these elements, and indicating that market-orientation has a 
greater effect on performance than it does for resource-orientation. The strategy 
elements have the greatest effect on international firms in terms of MBV and for 
firms which have business in subgroup 2 (high economic freedom and low market 
factors). 
• In terms of level of globalization, the data suggest that GMO as well as GMT are 
considered as important for the foundries. However, the results show that the 
foundries consider globalization threats as being more important than globalization 
opportunities. 
• The results indicate that the effects of globalization opportunities and globalization 
threats on strategy formulation based on market-orientation and resource-orientation 
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are limited. Only in terms of MBV-IC do the findings show a strong. direct and 
significant effect of globalization threats on strategy formulation based on market-
orientation. 
• No real impact of globalization on strategy formulation in terms of RBV and MBV 
elements. 
• Strategy formulation does not have an impact on the level of alliances, but does 
influence the central strategy (more content of strategy). Generally, there seems to 
be a greater effect on alliances on strategy formulation based on resource-
orientation rather than market-orientation. 
6.4 Contributions and Implications for Practitioners 
The generalizable outcomes of the thesis are important and significant but what is often 
most interesting are the nuances in the analyses. However, we have two significant 
practical implications of this research. First, the MBV elements of strategy are overall more 
significant than the RBV elements of strategy. Especially the size of the firm seems to be 
important regarding the strategic orientation. For example, MBV is more important than 
RBV in strategy making and performance for larger firms but in small ones RBV 
dominates. Second, who makes strategy determines the firms response in times of 
globalization. For example, the perception of globalization of market-orientated manager 
(MOMs) and of technical-orientated manager (TOMs) are different and consequently 
determines the firm's response to it differently. 
The data indicate that the business practices and organizational responses of SMEs may 
differ in many ways. Obviously, SMEs are not all alike. For example, MBV is more 
important than RBV in strategy making for large firms but in small ones RBV dominates. 
One explanation for this could be that the resource base of small firms tends to be more 
flexible and entrepreneurial (Analoui & Karami, 2003). For instance, Lynch (2000) 
contends that small firms develop strategies that might include a higher level of personal 
services, specialist expertise, design skills, regional knowledge and bespoke solutions. 
Lynch further argues that all these can be contained with the resource-based approach. 
Another argument could be that managers of small foundries, constrained by their 
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involvement in their firms' daily operation, may not have time for frequent scanning of 
their external environment (Beal, 2000). 
Furthermore, small finns have to deal with another argument: Any attempt at gaining 
market power at the expense risks serious counters measures, as well as damaging 
cooperative relationships essential to long term competiveness (Bailey & Fanner, 1981). 
Thus, this reasoning may lead managers in small firms to not target on market issues, 
thereby losing market opportunities. Broadly, these issues are related to how resources are 
used to create customer value and in managing marketplace uncertainty and dynamics 
(Srivastava et al., 2001). From this resource-based perspective comes evidence of the 
relationship between a particular use of recourses and the methods by which the firms 
compete. Therefore, different resources may play critical roles depending on the dictates of 
the overall strategy. 
However, large finns consider the MBV elements more important. Because of their size, 
SMEs are presumed to be rather sensitive to changes in their environments (Merz & Sauber, 
1995). Thus, these managers recognize the importance of looking beyond the RBV, as 
much as more knowledge exists outside the firm boundaries than inside. Large firms that 
are highly responsive under globalization are better positioned to accomplish this task and 
should, relative to unresponsive firms, achieve greater success in foreign markets (Knight, 
2000). For example, large SMEs are dependant more on the customer in supply chains that 
they have little choice but to concentrate on actions based on market-based view. Thus, a 
market-based view to strategy is more relevant to large firms context (Porter, 1980, 1985). 
Moreover, the findings of the relationship strategy formulation and performance provide 
substance to the notion of integration of the constructs of strategy formulation. For example, 
given that today'S economy supports a greater number of competitors than ever, managers 
should recognize that they could no longer formulate their strategies by focusing on known 
resources. Thus, the findings join prior proposals to combine both the market-based and 
resource-based view when formulating strategies. When employed as blend of these two 
approaches, it encourages managers to think and act in ways that are more entrepreneurial 
247 
and creative. It is highly advisable for the managers in the foundry industry in Germany to 
looking through the window (i.e. to the market) and to looking in the mirror (i.e. to the 
company) (Bowman, 2001). For example, SME managers should ensure continued strategic 
fit between external opportunities and their own resources and capabilities. These pursuit of 
strategic fit has traditionally been viewed as having desirable performance implications 
(Zajac et aI., 2000). Is has been discussed that environmental conditions place intense 
demands on firms to actively interpret globalization opportunities and globalization threats 
when formulating strategies. To cope with such challenges, SMEs in the foundry industry 
have to balance the external and internal environment and to develop appropriate strategies. 
There are further implications and recommendations for SME managers that they can tale 
away from the thesis that is readily relevant and applicable to their business. Another 
finding worthy of discussion for practitioners is that considerable variation exists regarding 
the perception of globalization both across and within the different subgroups tested. For 
example, the results suggest that MOMs strongly affected by globalization tend to put 
greater emphasis on external environmental sectors. However, the findings has also shown 
that technical orientated manager sometimes ignore the globalization effects in terms of 
opportunities and threats. Again, under globalization it is important to pay attention to 
signals from both outside and inside a firm because outside information may provide better 
information regarding the firm's strategy in growing and uncertain industries. Therefore, I 
strongly encourage TOMs attention focus about the environment because it influences the 
degree of mindful attention that will be directed to a given environmental event (Weick, 
1995) and influences the likelihood that any given environmental event will make it onto 
the firm's strategic agenda (Cho & Hambrick, 2006). 
Furthermore, the results support the importance of strategy formulation as a source of 
superior performance. While all managers should be equipped with similar management 
tools to determine the best strategy, differences in strategy formulation were determinants 
of better performance. For example, the findings of the performance strongly imply that 
when formulating strategy managers should consider the markets in which the firms 
competes. It is perhaps no surprise that strategies based on MBV have been found to be far 
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more significant for SMEs in explaining the level of performance than resources (e.g. 
Atuahene-Gima et aI., 2005; Makhija, 2003; Slater & Narver, 1998). For instance, when 
developing their strategies managers should take into account the findings that strategies 
based on MBV have had a higher significance to the level of performance. The strategy 
elements have the greatest effect on performance by international firms in terms ofMBV. 
Given that international firms had a significant positive effect on performance in foreign 
markets, managers should constantly monitor the needs and wants of their foreign 
customers or potential customers to ensure that they are able to respond effectively and 
quickly to the changes. Therefore, managers should create a system that enables them to 
track their customer complaints, measure their customer satisfaction, and monitor changes 
in the marketplace (Sousa et aI., 2010). This should lead SMEs to generate internal 
conditions to allow different departments to have access to these monitoring results and 
formulate their strategies accordingly, i.e. respond to the market changes. For example, if 
continuous survivability in terms of the level of performance is the firms goal, than the firm 
should determine the market elements of strategy fonnulation. On the other hand, the firms 
should also focus on some RBV elements of strategy formulation. For instance, the results 
in the markets USA, and subgroups 2 and 3 showed a positive impact of strategy 
formulation based on RBV. In summary, the findings may direct managers when 
formulating their strategies to have a clear picture of the markets and not to underestimate 
the small but important differences that exist between the home and various foreign 
markets. To achieve superior performance managers must understand strategy formulation 
as a blend of internal and external conditions when developing their strategies. 
Moreover, small firms were not satisfying with the level of performance at all. It appears 
that a combination of market-based and resourced-based strategies is the most successful 
strategy in the foundry sector in Germany. Understanding the causal linkages between 
strategy formulation based on a market-based and/or resource-based approach and the level 
of performance is at the core of the development of strategies to achieve competitive 
advantage. Unless this interconnectedness is fully understood and anticipated, poor 
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strategies that either constrain or negate subsequent strategic development may be made. I 
highly recommend small foundries to revise their strategy formulation. 
6.5 Limitations and Contribution to Further Research 
Although this thesis has limitations, it makes important contributions to the literature on 
strategy and globalization perceptions among SMEs, and it provides useful insights for 
practitioners. The thesis has the following limitations: First, the thesis context is the 
foundry industry in Germany, which may limit the generalizability of the findings to other 
industries. However, the results from this context also corroborate previous findings based 
primarily on data from other industries. Whereas the German foundry industry share many 
characteristics with other "old" industries, it also possesses some idiosyncrasies. Second, 
one limitation of this interpretavist study is that external validity might not be addressed 
broadly enough, since the research findings are concluded from only 94 firms. Nevertheless, 
various statistical tests have proven the reliability of the research model and good internal 
consistency. The third limitation is that the research has generated a picture that the effects 
of globalization opportunities on strategy formulation based on resource-orientation and 
market-orientation is limited but not a picture about why globalization seems not to have an 
effect on strategy making. Fourth, I used key informants whereby one executive per firm 
provided survey responses. Although such an approach has long been fruitfully used in 
strategy research, using multiple informants might have shed additional light on the 
relationship studied (Hult et aI., 2005). 
Despite a large volume of literature discussing the effects of globalization, there is a 
scarcity of empirical research investigating its effects on strategy formulation. I advance the 
literature by categorizing the strategy formulation into different dimensions, and develop a 
model to test the relationships between globalization opportunities and threats on the one 
hand, and strategy formulation and its dimensions on the other hand. The findings from the 
thesis support the argument that globalization effects do not have a significant impact on 
strategy formulation among SMEs. Furthermore, the effect of strategy formulation on 
performance and alliances were tested, with the result that strategy formulation generally 
has an impact on performance, but not on the level of alliances. The obvious implication for 
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this is that it opens up the possibilities of new studies with extended and more complex 
instruments. The discovery of differences in strategy formulation in various subgroups is an 
unintended outcome of the research which requires further and deeper investigation. For 
example, why do only MOMs consider MBV-Competitor focus to be significant for 
strategy formulation in the globalized world? Thus, understanding what the most essential 
strategy elements are in order to satisfy firms needs presents researchers with an 
increasingly important challenge. The thesis has taken an initial step by providing evidence 
that globalization effects in terms of opportunities and threats for strategy formulation 
seems to not have an important significance among SMEs. In this vein, I have specifically 
extended knowledge by examining important issues from the recent globalization and SME 
debate in the thesis. 
251 
7 Reflective Diary 
Writing my doctoral thesis was a long-held aspiration. Over the years it was always my 
goal to do it part-time, parallel to my work. I was always aware of the fact that, if I were to 
start such a long-term project, it would need to be on a really good, current and interesting 
subject, which could hold my attention for many years. Since I have been a managing 
director in the foundry business for a couple of years now, I recognise the importance of 
strategic issues and the increased impact of globalization on strategic themes to business 
success. Therefore, I thought that it would be a good idea to combine the issues of strategy 
and globalization in a doctoral thesis, because I was in the position to combine my practical 
experience as a CEO of a firm with exploring the subject of globalization and the effects on 
strategy formulation. 
The DBA programme of the University of Surrey aims to enable students to grow and 
achieve the ability "to make informed judgements on complex issues sometimes in the 
absence of complete data and to be able to communicate ideas to both specialised and non-
specialised audiences" (DBA Handbook, 2005, p. 12). In addition the "DBA is primarily 
designed to enable a significant contribution to the enhancement of professional practice in 
the business area through the application and development of a theoretical framework" 
(DBA Handbook, 2005, pp. 15-16). Throughout my reflections in the following, I will 
come back to these requirements in order to show how they were achieved. 
The work on the DBA was a journey with sometimes surprising changes in direction. 
Overall, this research was a unique opportunity for me to obtain significant knowledge and 
competence in professional research methodology. 
The workshops in the first years helped me to develop a sound knowledge of the 
philosophical underpinnings of research. I extended my research knowledge to address 
epistemological questions that are based on different understandings of reality (i.e. 
interpretivism and constructivism). Especially since the thesis is based around knowledge 
management this module helped me to understand the approaches to knowledge and the 
different viewpoints as to what knowledge is. The module taught me to consider different 
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viewpoints and meanings of knowledge critically, evaluate my own views, and sharpen my 
thinking. Based on this very interesting module I developed the basis for my DBA work 
and on which I was able to build the thesis upon. For example, without the experience of 
the philosophical underpinnings of the research module, I would not have had the ability to 
read academic articles critically, and select the articles to be used in the literature review, 
and without this, the completion of the literature review and the fieldwork would have been 
impossible. 
Furthermore, I understood the relevance of practical issues and problems in the critical 
evaluation phase and it made me aware of the importance of questioning the facts presented. 
The critical evaluation module was not only the base for selecting the articles to be used in 
the literature review - I feel that I am now better able to read reports, make decisions based 
on the information presented, and to reason and apply management problems. For example, 
by completing the programme I have been encouraged to think critically rather than 
accepting what is given, ask questions, use language with precision, support reasons with 
evidence and make sound judgements based on evaluated information. In this area I feel 
confident that my abilities to analyse and offer suggestions also in my business life will be 
well received, and is a result of the DBA programme both in terms of gaining theoretical 
new knowledge and the experience of practical research. In this respect I have achieved a 
primary aim of the DBA programme. 
Since my first degree was more than 20 years ago, the programme was very challenging 
and a new experience which was very different from myoid university experience. Another 
important aspect was the possibility to discuss what I had learnt with other students during 
the modules. In addition, it was also helpful to discuss "normal" problems with other 
students such as finding time for work etc. during my research journey. 
The knowledge that the taught module was completed successfully gave me confidence for 
the next seminar about quantitative methods of research. This module provided an 
overview about quantitative research design and techniques for the collection and analysis 
of data in practical management research. In this module I developed my research 
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knowledge in statistics, and learned how to establish, use and analyse questionnaires on the 
one hand, and sharpen my knowledge about the problems which need to be considered 
throughout the design phase of a research project, on the other hand. The workshops also 
strengthened my knowledge and made me aware of the need to look more critically at the 
information provided, and it was a great experience too in terms of selecting the articles to 
be used for my own literature review. 
Continuing from this I had a very useful introduction to qualitative methods. Recognizing 
the different methods was very helpful for selecting the right method for my own thesis. An 
awareness of the advantages and disadvantages of different methods helps to develop the 
ability to use the most appropriate method for a given situation. The module taught me that 
you need to think through exactly what you are trying to achieve rather than be guided by 
some fashion or trivial preference. Since I am mainly interested in making systematic 
comparisons in order to account for the variance in some phenomena (e.g. the effects of 
globalization on strategy formulation by managing directors or more technically-orientated 
managers), I chose a quantitative research approach. 
The taught element of the DBA provided the groundwork to build the thesis upon. During 
the modules I tried to define and limit the topic of my thesis. In the beginning I thought 
about investigating the impact of globalization on the role of marketing strategy in the 
German foundry industry. In the end I found that the idea was to general and tried to 
narrow it to a more practical view. I changed the subject to "the effects of globalization on 
strategy formulation in the German foundry industry", because it was more straightforward 
and more useful. Globalization is an important topic in Germany, especially since the 
change of structure in Germany industry over the last few years, and in the "old-industries" 
such as foundries, the declining contribution to the Gross Domestic Product. Another 
important aspect for me was that I have been working in the foundry industry for more than 
20 years and as a managing director I am faced every day with the effects of globalization, 
namely new competitors from the east on the one hand, and great market opportunities, on 
the other hand. 
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After having started with the literature review the most difficult aspect was to get the 
relevant "experts" in the field of interest. Both supervisors helped me very much in terms of 
getting started in the right direction. With the skills learnt during the evaluation module, the 
method to be used developed from the literature review. The decision about the 
methodology came automatically from the theory and the findings from the literature, 
resulting in an online questionnaire. I tested the questionnaire before going online in a 
smaII group. At the end of the pilot questionnaire small revisions were carried out. The 
most chaIIenging and sometimes frustrating thing was the low response rate within the first 
weeks. Even though this is a weII-known factor, I thought that my own online survey would 
not have such problems. I was wrong! I started to send reminders and called the foundries 
and tried to explain the survey in detail. The response rates increased slightly but not as 
much as I thought. In total I had a response rate of 22 %. Analysing the collected data was 
one of the most challenging parts of this research project. Using spec as the software 
analysis tool, I started coding the responses. The focus in the analysis stage was to obtain 
usable results from the data. To start with, the analysis was more challenging than I had 
thought before, because I had a huge amount of different data. Again, my supervisors 
helped me at this critical stage with their advice; otherwise I would have become lost! The 
first drafts of the chapters were always discussed with the supervisors. They guided me 
through the next steps. Supervisor meetings helped to motivate and install clear thinking 
when reflection was required in order to progress. In all the stages the supervisors helped 
me to continue and finalize the thesis. 
The importance of documenting every single thought throughout the entire process was 
invaluable when writing up the whole thesis. What seemed like an additional chore at the 
beginning of the programme was a great help afterwards. 
From a more personal point of view and aside from the challenging time of the DBA, it was 
also challenging to balance my normal work and time for my family. As a father with a 
young son this has been a constant struggle. For example, breaking down the various 
personal and professional tasks into small pieces and sticking to the plans. Time 
management is difficult, but while completing the various pieces, my time is used much 
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more effectively at the end of the four years. This crucial time management is of 
importance in reducing the feeling of guilt when the balance is not correct either towards 
your family, your job or the DBA. Learning to accept change either from your research or 
work, and learning from these changes is a useful lesson for other areas of social and 
professional life. Looking back over these four years it is astonishing that it was possible to 
achieve more than may have been possible before, and to stay balanced. Overall, to follow 
the programme has been an important element of personal growth. 
In conclusion, the work on my research project helped me to improve in tenns of academic 
rigour, sharpen my knowledge about different research paradigms and associated 
methodologies, and increase my experience with quantitative research methods. I learnt to 
read literature critically, to create a research proposal that can stand up to peer review and 
to conduct a research project that delivers valuable data for analysis. Critical thinking also 
increasingly began to be present in my business life. Another challenge over the years was 
to push aside the doubts that the work cannot be done alongside a high-pressured job and a 
family. At this stage I learnt what flexibility and time management really mean, namely to 
find the right slots - for example, reading and working on the thesis in planes and at the 
airports, using time in the morning etc. In general I can say that the DBA was a fascinating 
time, a challenging road and a superb experience. Aside from the professional viewpoint, 
all the outlined learnt skills and abilities have meant that I have developed personally and 
will enrich my future professional and private life. 
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9 Appendix 
9.1 Introductory Letter 
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen, 
This is a questionnaire for the survey described below. This research is part of the Doctoral 
program (DBA) at the University of Surrey Business School being conducted by Dipl.-Kfm. 
Heiko Brauckhoff. The purpose of this research is to find out the effects of globalization on 
strategy making in the German Foundry industry. 
All responses will be kept strictly confidential and no information which could reveal your 
company's or your own identity will be used in any data reporting, nor will it be shared in its 
individual form with any outside party without your expressed permission to do so. You will 
stay anonymous for the readers of the research outcome and for the researcher as well, 
because the online survey service "survey monkey" will just show the overall data. Your 
answer cannot be referred to your person. 
Please find below the link to questionnaire and please answer the questions to your 
understanding: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/sIB2MHWRM 
We expect the findings of this research to have significant implications for managers, and 
therefore we would like to make them available to you. I have provided a space below for you 
to indicate whether you would like to receive an executive summary of the results. I will be 
happy to provide you with the information. Thanks for taking the time to participate in the 
study. This questionnaire should take about 10 minutes to complete. 
Thank you very much for filling the questionnaire. 
Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Background to this research 
A fundamental shift is occurring in the world economy. We are moving away from a world in 
which national economies are relatively self-contained entities, isolated from each other by 
barriers such as by distance, time zones and business. Nowadays, the barriers to cross-border 
trade and investment are declining. The process by which this is occurring is commonly 
referred to as globalization. 
The ongoing processes of globalization are significant economic phenomena that can change 
a firm's business and competitive conditions, and can be expected to induce changes in 
strategy making. Managers in the foundry business environment in Germany are also faced 
with challenges when making strategic decisions. Despite their national importance, very little 
is known about how the strategy making of the foundries is affected by globalization. 
Therefore, the survey tries to shed light on how globalization affects strategy making in the 
foundries in Germany. 
For this study, foundries in Germany have been selected to investigate the topic, with the 
particularly focus on finding out how management is dealing with the effects of globalization 
on strategy making, and whether there are differences among the different sizes of companies. 
The investigation is based on structured questionnaires and were mailed to all 600 foundries. 
As part of the questionnaire, questions were asked which cover the fields of strategy making 
and globalization effects such as opportunities or threats. If requested, the results will be 
anonymized and only the demographic data of the company (e.g. company size, role in the 
company) will be used in the analysis. 
If you would like to receive an executive summary of the results, please tick the relevant the 
box: 
[ YES NO 
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9.2 Questionnaire 
Questionnaire - The effects of globalization on strategy making in the German foundry 
industry 
I Instructions 
Below are some questions that will help us to learn about strategy making and the 
effects of globalization on strategy making in your company. 
11 Demographic Questions 
The demographic questions are asking you to provide general infonnation about your 
company. 
1. How many people does the company employ? 
o 1 - 49 
o 50 - 199 
o 200 - 499 
o Over 500 
2. What are the total numbers of revenue? 
o Under 2 million € 
o Between 2 and 10 million € 
o Between 10 and 50 million € 
o Over 50 million 
3. What is your position in the company? 
o CEO 
o Owner 
o Sales Manager 
o Technical Manager 
4. Who has the main responsibility of strategy issues? 
o CEO 
o Owner 
o Sales Manager 
o Technical Manager 
299 
.. ( UNIVERSITY OF 
V SURREY 
5. What is the main industry of your customers? 
o Automotive 
o Machine construction 
o Building construction 
o Energy 
o Other 
6. How is your company's business activity divided between domestic and foreign 
markets? 
Domestic market 
Foreign market 
Total 100% 
7. Lease list the company's major foreign markets (countries) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
8. How many years has your company been doing business overseas? 
o Less than 1 year 
o 1-6 years 
o 7-12 years 
o 13-18 years 
o 19-24 years 
o 25-32 years 
o Over 35 years 
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III Questions about Strategy Making based on Resource Orientation 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements regarding the 
strategy making in your company. 
Uniqueness 
1. We constantly strive to ensure that our resources cannot be easily identified by 
competitors. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree I Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
2. We constantly strive to ensure that our resources cannot be easily imitated by 
competitors. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree I Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
3. We have dedicated much time and effort to ensure that it would be difficult for another 
company to acquire the same resources we have. 
Strongly 
disa ee 
Disagree Agree 
4. We constantly strive to ensure that it would be almost impossible to use our 
combination of resources in another cooperation. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagree nor disagree 
5. We monitor our key resources to determine if competitors would be able to 
replicate them. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagree nor disagree 
Strongly 
agree 
Strongly 
agree 
6. Our strategy is geared toward ensuring competitors would find it difficult to imitate our 
resource base. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
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7. We try to make certain that our competitors find it difficult to determine the 
resources that may lead to our success. 
Disagree Agree 
Synergy 
1. We share key resources across departments to ensure they lack a clearly identifies owner. 
Disagree Neither agree 
nor disa ree 
Agree 
2. We share key resources across departments to ensure they lack a clearly identifies owner. 
Strongly I Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
3. We work to ensure our resources span (provide benefits) to several departments. 
Strongly 
disagree 
I Disagree I Neither agree nor disagree Agree Strongly agree 
4. We work to ensure our resources span (provide benefits) to different levels within the 
company. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
Dynamism 
1. We integrate a number of resources to increase our efficiency and effectiveness. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
2. We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for collective learning within the company. 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
a ree 
302 
I 
1,""' UNIVERSITY OF 
\e)SURREY 
3. We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for innovation within the company. 
Disagree Agree 
4. We work to ensure our resources act as triggers for collaborative problem solving with 
stakeholders. 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
a ree 
5.0ur resources are the principle drivers used to develop strategies that enable us to achieve 
efficiency or effectiveness. 
Disagree Agree 
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IV Questions about Strategy Making based on Markt Orientation 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements regarding the 
strategy making in your company. 
Competitor Focus 
I.Our salespeople regularly share information within our business concerning 
competitors' strategies. 
Disagree Agree 
2.We respond rapidly to competitive actions that threaten us. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagree nor disagree 
Strongly 
a ree 
Strongly 
agree 
3. We target customers and customer groups where we have or can develop a competitive 
advantage. 
Disagree Agree 
4. Top management regularly discusses competitors' strengths and strategies. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagr-ee nor disagree 
Customer Focus 
I.Our objectives are driven primarily by customer satisfaction 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagree nor disagree 
Strongly 
a ree 
Strongly 
agree 
Strongly 
agree 
2.We constantly monitor our level of commitment and orientation toward customers. 
Strongly I Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
1 
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3.0ur strategy for competitive advantage is based on our understanding of our customers' 
needs. 
Disagree Agree 
4.0ur market strategies are driven by our understanding of possibilities for creating value for 
our customers. 
Strongly 
disa ree 
Disagree Agree 
5.We measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently. 
Disagree 
6.We give close attention to after-sales service. 
I Strongly disagree I Disagree 
Interfunctional Coordination 
I Neither agree nor disagree 
Agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
acrree 
Strongly 
agree 
l.Information on customers, marketing successes, and marketing failures are communicated 
across functions in the business. 
Disagree Agree 
2. All of our functions (not just marketing/sales) are responsive to and integrating in serving 
markets. 
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
3. All of our managers understand how the entire business can contribute to creating customer 
value. 
Strongly 
disa ee 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
a ree 
4. We share programs and resources with other business units in the corporation. 
Strongly Disagree I Neither agree I Agree I Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 
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V Questions about Globalization effects 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements regarding the 
effects of globalization on your business. 
Global market opportunities 
1. Globalization has increased my company's opportunities to develop customer 
markets worldwide. 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
a ree 
2. Globalization has increased my company's opportunities for trade and investment. 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
3. Globalization has increased my company's market potential. 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
4. Globalization has increased my company's opportunities to access raw materials and labour 
worldwide. 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
5. Globalization has increased my company's opportunities to expand my 
company's products and/or markets. 
Disagree Somewhat Neutral 
disa ree 
Agree 
6. Globalization has facilitated my company's international market expansion. 
Strongly I Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree 
disagree disagree agree 
7. Globalization has made it easy for my company to identify potential customers. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree 
disagree disagree agree 
Strongly 
a ree 
Strongly 
agree 
Strongly 
agree 
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Global market threats 
1. Globalization has increased the number of competitors my company is facing. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat I Agree 1 Strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 
2. Globalization has increased the level of competition my company is facing. 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
3.Globalization has made it difficult for my company to out-compete the competitors. 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
4. Globalization has increased the difficulty in forecasting demand for my company's 
products. 
Disagree Neutral 
Disagree Neutral 
Agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
Strongly 
a ree 
6. Globalization has caused unpredictable changes in consumer purchasing patterns. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat 
disagree disagree agree 
7. Globalization has increased the costs of my business operations. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat 
disagree disagree agree 
8. Globalization adds complexity to my business operations. 
Disagree Neutral 
Agree 
Agree 
Agree 
J Strongly 
agree 
Strongly 
agree 
Strongly 
a ree 
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VI Questions about Alliances 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements regarding the 
effects of globalization on your business. 
1. Globalization has made it easy for my company to cooperate with other companies in at 
least one marketing activity (e.g. selling, production, R&D, distribution, etc.). 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
2. Both my company and other companies in the marketing alliance contribute 
different resources to the relationship that help us achieve mutual goals. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 
3. Both my company and other companies in the marketing alliance have complementary 
strengths that are useful to our relationship. 
Strongly Disagree 
disa ree 
Neutral Agree 
4. Both my company and other companies in the marketing alliance have separate abilities 
that, when combined together, enable us to achieve goals beyond our individual reach. 
Strongly Disagree 
disa ree 
Neutral Agree 
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VII Questions about Perfonnance 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements regarding the 
effects of globalization on your business. 
1. Our strategy making has achieved our proposed objective. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly 
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree 
disagree 
2.We are satisfied with our overall benefits from strategy making. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly 
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree 
disagree 
3. The way we make strategy makes a real contribution to the performance of our business. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly 
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree 
disagree 
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9.3 Codebook 
Code book (l) 
Nr. Variable Label Coding 
Dl How many people does the company employ? (openquestion) 
D2 What is the total amount of revenue? 1 - under 1 million; 2 - between 2 and 10 million 
3 = between 10 and 50 million; 4 = over 50 million 
D3 What is your position in the company? 1= CEO ; 2= Owner; 3= Sales Director; 4=Foundry 
Manager; 5 = Other 
D4 Who has the main responsibility for strategy 1- CEO; 2= Owner; 3= Sales Director; 4=Foundry 
issues? Manager; 5 = Technical Manager; 6 = Other 
D5 What is the main industry of your customers? 1 = Automotive, 2 = Machine Construction; 3 = Building 
Construction; 4 = Energy; 5 = Other 
D6a How is your company's turnover divided (open question - % for Domestic Market) 
between domestic and foreign markets? 
D6b How is your company's turnover divided (open question - % for Foreign Market) 
between domestic and foreign markets? 
D7a Please list the company's major foreign (open question -country name) 
markets (Country 1) 
D7b Please list the company's major foreign (open question -country name) 
markets (Country 2) 
D7c Please list the company's major foreign (open question -country name) 
markets (Country 3) 
D7d Please list the company's major foreign (open question -country name) 
markets (Country 4) 
D7e Please list the company's major foreign (open question -country name) 
markets (Country 5) 
D8 How many years has your company been (open question) 
doing business overseas? 
RBVUl We constantly strive to ensure that our 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
resources cannot be easily identified by 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
competitors. agree 
RBVU2 We constantly strive to ensure that our 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
resources cannot be easily imitated by 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
competitors. agree 
RBVU3 We have dedicated much time and effort to 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
ensure that it would be difficult for 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
RBVU4 We constantly strive to ensure that it would be 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
almost impossible to use our combination of 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
resources in another corporation. agree 
RBVU5 We monitor our key resources to determine if 1 = strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
competitors would be able to replicate them. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
RBVU6 We try to make certain that our competitors 1 = strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
find it difficult to determine the resources that 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
may lead to our success. agree 
RBVU7 Our strategy is geared toward ensuring 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
competitors would find it difficult to imitate 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
our resource base. agree 
Source: Heiko Brauckhoff 
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Codebook (2) 
Nr. Variable Label Coding 
RBVDYl We integrate a number of resources to 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
increase our efficiency and effectiveness. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
RBVDY2 We work to ensure our resources act as 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
triggers for collaborative problem solving 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
with stakeholders. agree 
RBVDY3 We work to ensure our resources act as 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
triggers for collective learning within the 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
company. agree 
RBVDY4 We work to ensure our resources act as I = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
triggers for innovation within the 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
company. agree 
RBVDY5 Our resources are the principle drivers I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
used to develop strategies that enable us to 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
achieve efficiency or effectiveness. agree 
RBVSl We work to ensure that our resources span I = strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
(provide benefits to) different levels within 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
the company. agree 
RBVS2 We work to ensure that our resources span 1 = strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
(provide benefits to) several departments. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
RBVS3 We share key resources across 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
departments to ensure they lack a clearly 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
identifiable owner. agree 
MBVCFl Our salespeople regularly share I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
information within our business 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
concerning competitors' strategies. agree 
MBVCF2 We respond rapidly to competitive actions 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
that threaten us. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
MBVCF3 Top management regularly discusses 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
competitors' strengths and strategies. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
MBVCF4 We target customers and customer groups 1 - strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
where we have or can develop a 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
competitive advantage. agree 
MBVICl All of our functions (not just 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
marketing/sales) are responsive to and 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
integrated in serving markets. agree 
MBVIC2 Information on customers, marketing 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
successes, and marketing failures are 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
communicated across functions in the agree 
business. 
MBVIC3 We share programs and resources with 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
other business units in the corporation. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
MBVIC4 All of our managers understand how the 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
entire business can contribute to creating 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
customer value. agree 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Codebook (3) 
Nr. Variable Label Coding 
MBVCUF Our strategy for competitive advantage is 1 - strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
1 based on our understanding of our 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
customers' needs. agree 
MBVCUF We constantly monitor our level of I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
2 commitment and orientation toward 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
customers. agree 
MBVCUF We measure customer satisfaction 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
3 systematically and frequently. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
MBVCUF Our objectives are driven primarily by I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
4 customer satisfaction 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
MBVCUF We give close attention to after-sales I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
5 service. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
MBVCUF Our market strategies are driven by our 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
6 understanding of possibilities for creating 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
value for our customers. agree 
PI Our strategy making has achieved our 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
proposed objective. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
P2 We are satisfied with our overall benefits 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
from strategy making. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
P3 The way we make strategy makes a real I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
contribution to the performance of our 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
business. agree 
GMOl Globalization has increased my company's I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
opportunities to develop customer markets 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
worldwide. agree 
GM02 Globalization has increased my company's I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
opportunities for trade and investment. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GM03 Globalization has increased my company's I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
market potential. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GM04 Globalization has increased my company's 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
opportunities to access raw materials and 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
laboT worldwide. a~ee 
GM05 Globalization has increased my company's 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
opportunities to expand my company's 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
products and/or markets. agree 
GM06 Globalization has facilitated my company's I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
international market expansion. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GM07 Globalization has made it easy for my I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
company to identify potential customers. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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Code book (4) 
Nr. Variable Label Coding 
Alliances Globalization has made it easy for my I = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
1 company to cooperate with other 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
companies in at least one marketing agree 
activity (e.g. selling, production, R&D, 
distribution, etc.) 
Alliances Both my company and other companies in I = strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
2 the marketing alliance contribute to 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
different resources to the relationship that agree 
help us achieve mutual goals. 
Alliances Both my company and other companies in I = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
3 the marketing alliance have 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
complementary strengths that are useful to agree 
our relationship. 
Alliances Both my company and other companies in I = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
4 the marketing alliance separate abilities 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
that, when combined together, enable us to agree 
achieve goals beyond our individual reach. 
GMT! Globalization has increased the number of I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
competitors my company is facing. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GMT2 Globalization has increased the level of 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
competition my company is facing. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GMT3 Globalization has made it difficult for my I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
company to out-compete the competitors. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GMT4 Globalization has increased the difficulty 1 - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
in forecasting demand for my company's 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
products. agree 
GMT5 Markets have become increasingly I - strongly disagree; 2- disagree; 3 - somewhat disagree; 
uncertain due to globalization. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GMT6 Globalization has caused unpredictable I = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
changes in consumer purchasing patterns. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GMT7 Globalization has increased the costs of 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
my business operations. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
GMT8 Globalization adds complexity to my 1 = strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 
business operations. 4 = neutral; 5 = somewhat agree; 6 = agree; 7 = strongly 
agree 
Source: Helko Brauckhoff 
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9.4 Main Variables and Data Sources 
Main Variables and Data Sources (1) 
Dependent variables Measurement Data sources Method of exploration and earlier studies 
Firm Characteristics 
Number of employees People in numbers This study Demographic Questions to categorize the cases (Source: Heiko Brauckhofl) 
1-< 2 million f; 2 > 2 million €/< 10 
Demographic Questions to categorize the cases 
Amount of revenue million €; 3=> 10 million €/<50 million This study 
€; 4=>50 million € (Source: Heiko Brauckhofl) 
1-CEO; 2-0wner; 3- Managing 
Demographic Questions to categorize the cases 
Position in the company director; 4=Sales director; 5= Technical This study 
director; 6= other (Source: Heiko Brauckhofl) 
Responsibility for strategic 
1-CEO; 2=Owner; 3- Managing 
Demographic Questions to categorize the cases director; 4=Sales director; 5= Technical This study 
issues director; 6= other (Source: Heiko Brauckhofl) 
I-Automotive; 2-Machine 
Demographic Questions to categorize the cases 
Main industry customer construction; 3=Building construction; This study 
4=Energy; 5=Energy 
(Source: Heiko Brauckhofl) 
Share domestic/foreign % in number This study Demographic Questions to categorize the cases 
markets (Source: Heiko Brauckhofl) 
Major foreign markets Country names This study Demographic Questions to categorize the cases (Source: Heiko Brauckhofl) 
Resource Orientation 
Uniqueness 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher values 
This study Questions created by the author based on the RO indicate higher agreement) 
Scale (Palladino, 200R) 
Dynamism 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher This study Questions created by the author based on the 
values indicate higher agreement) RO Scale (Palladino. 2008) 
Synergy Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher values 
Questions created by the author based on the RO 
This study Scale (Palladino. 2008) 
indicate higher agreement) This study 
Market Orientation 
Competitor Focus 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher values 
indicate higher agreement) This study Questions created by the author based on the MO 
Scale (Palladino, 2008) 
Customer Focus 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher values 
This study 
Questions created by the author based on the MO 
indicate higher agreement) Scale (Palladino, 2008) 
lnterfunction Coordination Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher values This study Questions created by the author based on the MO indicate higher agreement) Scale (Palladino, 2008) 
Performance 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher values 
indicate higher agreement) This study Questions created by the author 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 (higher values This study Questions by Thoumrungroje (2007) for 
Alliances indicate higher agreement) assessing different items of the level of 
alliances 
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Main Variables and Data Sources (2) 
Independent variable Measurement Data sources Method of exploration and earlier studies 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 This study Questions by Thoumrungroje (2007) for 
Globalization Opportunities (higher values indicate 
higher agreement) assessing different items of global market 
opportunities 
Dependent variable 
Likert scale from 1 to 7 
This study Questions by Thoumrungroje (2007) for 
Globalization Threats (higher values indicate 
higher agreement) assessing different items of global market 
opportunities 
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